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Executive Summary  

Introduction 

BACKGROUND 

This research project completed an evaluation capacity assessment with the Immigration and 
Settlement Service (ISS) of Catholic Social Services (CSS), a newcomer-serving social service 
nonprofit based in Edmonton, Alberta. The goal of the project was to understand the 
organization’s evaluation capacity, including facilitators and barriers to evaluation capacity, so 
that informed recommendations could be made to build the evaluation capacity of the 
organization. This research is situated within the environment of public accountability and 
governing for results that shapes nonprofit-government relations in Canada, with the central 
focus of the project being on evaluation as a mechanism of both accountability and 
organizational learning.  

OBJECTIVES 

The purpose of the study is to understand ISS’ current evaluation capacity by identifying 
barriers and facilitators to building evaluation capacity, and to identify tangible actions the 
organization can take to build internal evaluation capacity.  

The primary research question is:  

● What is Immigration and Settlement Services’ current evaluation capacity, and what are 
the barriers and facilitators to build evaluation capacity?  

The secondary research questions include: 

● What are managers, team leaders and staff’s experience with evaluation?  
● How can ISS develop a culture of evaluation? 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

A literature review was completed on the topics of nonprofit-government relations, 
accountability, evaluation and performance measurement, evaluation capacity building and 
cultures of evaluation, and evaluation practices within the nonprofit sector. A conceptual 
framework was created to visualize the key findings from the literature review and guide how 
the data was analyzed and integrated with the existing body of literature.  

Methodology and Methods 

METHODOLOGY 

The project is based on a mixed methods case study design (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2017). 
According to Yin (2009), a case study is a methodological approach to research in which the 
researcher investigates a specific “phenomenon in depth within its real-life context” (p. 18). The 
case study approach is to better understand how evaluation as a phenomenon, including data 
collection practices, staff experience and perception, and evaluation uses, contribute to a 
culture of evaluation in the organization. The case study uses a mixed method design in which 
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quantitative data is gathered first, followed by a qualitative method that builds on the analysis 
and findings of the quantitative data. This design is described by Creswell and Plano Clark 
(2017) as a sequential explanatory design (p. 77). 

METHODS 

A survey was distributed to all staff of ISS to gather quantitative data, which was followed by 
small group discussions with staff to present the survey findings and further discuss the 
evaluation practices of the agency and explore opportunities to build evaluation capacity as a 
group. The survey used was an adaptation of the Evaluation Capacity Assessment Instrument, 
which is a validated and empirical evaluation assessment tool specifically for nonprofit 
organizations (Taylor-Ritzler, Suarez-Balcazar, Garcia-Iriarte, Henry and Balcazar, 2013). The 
tool measures Individual, Organizational and Evaluation Capacity Outcomes as factors that 
contribute to evaluation capacity. Three small group discussions were then held with a 
purposeful sample of staff at the Manager, Team Leader and Coordinator level to build on and 
contextualize the results of the survey. 

The survey had 41 participants from Immigration and Settlement Service, out of 115 full-time 
and part-time regular staff, which is a response rate of 36%. Three small group discussions were 
held and attended remotely by 13 staff.  

ANALYSIS 

The data from the survey was analyzed by calculating the mean scores for each statement 
within the Individual, Organizational and Evaluation Capacity Outcomes factors, including the 
creation of bar charts that demonstrate the lowest and highest scoring statements within each 
factor. 

The small group discussions were recorded, transcribed and then examined through multiple 
close readings. Key quotes from the transcriptions were arranged in categories that addressed 
the research questions. 

The findings from both the survey and discussions were then compiled in a table to integrate 
the findings from both methods. Lastly, the major findings from the previous analysis activities 
were then arranged visually into the conceptual framework in an effort to bridge the findings 
into recommendations to build evaluation capacity.  

KEY FINDINGS 

1. Staff are aware of the benefits of evaluation and are motivated to learn more about 
the topic.  

2. Staff have varied competence for evaluation, including many who have attended 
outcome measurement training through the organization, a funder or post-secondary 
institutions. There is a strong foundation of evaluation skills and practice at ISS, 
particularly in data collection methods, although staff skills could be updated, as the 
recency of evaluation specific training ranged from current to more than a decade ago. 

3. The organization has some resources in place for evaluation, such as the provision of 
interpretation to facilitate client participation in evaluation, but other resources are 
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noted as significant barriers to evaluation capacity, including lack of time, designated 
evaluation staff or department, and evaluation leadership and guidance from a major 
funder.  

4. The organization predominantly uses and communicates evaluation as a tool of 
accountability, which limits its uses for other key organization functions, such as 
organizational learning, staff engagement and social innovation. The organization would 
benefit from balancing the intended uses of evaluation to maximize its utility across 
varied stakeholders, including frontline staff. 

5. The organization would benefit from undertaking evaluation capacity building 
interventions to promote a culture of evaluation, specifically to engage all staff in the 
evaluation process, communicate evaluation findings and results in a timely manner, 
and implement varied approaches to evaluation. Additional approaches include 
collaborative and culturally responsive approaches, particularly in light of the challenges 
associated with the population ISS serves, such as differences of language, culture, and 
power dynamics.   

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Invest in evaluation through an internal evaluator or staff who can ensure the continuity 
of evaluation practices within the service and spearhead evaluation capacity building 
opportunities with staff.  

2. Balance the intended uses of evaluation between accountability and other key 
organizational functions of equal value, including organizational learning, staff 
engagement, capacity building, and social innovation.   

3. Explore collaborative and culturally responsive approaches to evaluation as a means to 
build evaluation capacity, engage staff, increase evaluation utility, and ensure 
evaluation is responsive to the cultural context of clients.  
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1.0 Introduction 
This project will complete an evaluation capacity assessment of the Immigration and 
Settlement Service of Catholic Social Services. The goal of this project is to explore the 
evaluation capacity of the organization through a mixed methods case study and provide the 
organization with recommendations to build evaluation capacity. This section will provide a 
background to the project, describe the project client and their work, define the problem, 
describe the project objectives and research questions, and establish the positionality of the 
researcher.  

1.1 Background 

Governments in Canada and around the world are increasingly contracting nonprofits to deliver 
public services to reduce the cost of services in times of fiscal restraint and to increase 
efficiency and effectiveness, leading to both privatization of service delivery and increased 
demands for accountability (Brinkerhoff, 2002; Despard, 2016; Smith, 2016). As a result, 
nonprofit organizations have become a common provider of public services, such as health care 
and social services (Bach-Mortensen and Montgomery, 2018). At the same time, public 
institutions continue to adopt service delivery strategies and approaches that are characterized 
by accountability and governing for results, such as New Public Management (NPM) approaches 
(Chouinard, 2013). Poister et al. (2014) refer to the rise of accountability as the “government 
rationality movement,” which aims to make government administration more objective with 
evidence-based strategies (p. 4). Accountability serves a function of control; public funders and 
subsequently taxpayers are confident that their financial resources are being used responsibly 
through accountability practices (Gill, 2010). Performance measurement and evaluation are 
instruments of accountability and evidence-based practice that have been enshrined in 
Canadian federal institutions through the Treasury Board Secretariat’s (TBS) Policy on Results 
(TBS, 2016a) and subsequently the Directive on Results (TBS, 2016b). Governments at all levels 
require performance measures and evaluation within their accountability frameworks and the 
organizations they fund.  

Within this context, nonprofits have struggled to meet the demands for accountability placed 
on them (Bach-Mortensen and Mongomery, 2018; Carman, 2007; Carman and Fredericks, 2010; 
Despard, 2016; Stoecker, 2007). In North America, nonprofits that receive government funding 
are often required to report on performance measures and evaluate their services to 
demonstrate that they have met service targets outlined in contractual agreements and that 
services have delivered their intended outcomes (Carman and Fredericks, 2010). Performance 
measurement and program evaluation are means used by governments and funded agencies to 
demonstrate public accountability, along with other management practices including 
accreditation, financial audits, performance measurement of individual personnel, and other 
forms of reporting (Carman, 2007). Nonprofits face distinct challenges to evaluate program 
outcomes and measure their performance, which include lack of staff, training, access to 
sophisticated software, time and financial resources (Despard, 2016). As such, nonprofits can 
benefit from empirical assessments of their evaluation capacity (Taylor-Ritzler, Suarez-Balcazar, 
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Garcia-Iriarte, Henry and Balcazar, 2013) and applying tailored interventions to build evaluation 
capacity (Preskill and Boyle, 2008). 

This project will complete an evaluation capacity assessment with the Immigration and 
Settlement Service of Catholic Social Services, a newcomer-serving social service nonprofit 
based in Edmonton, Alberta. The goal of the project is to understand the organization’s 
evaluation capacity, including facilitators and barriers to evaluation capacity, so that informed 
recommendations can be made to the build evaluation capacity of the organization. This 
research is situated within the aforementioned environment of public accountability and 
governing for results that shapes nonprofit-government relations in Canada, with the central 
focus of the project being on evaluation as a mechanism of both accountability and 
organizational learning.  

1.2 Project Client  

Catholic Social Services (CSS) was founded in 1961, has grown to employ over 1,800 staff and 
700 volunteers annually, and operates in 12 municipalities in Northern Alberta (CSS, 2019). The 
agency provides social support to vulnerable Albertans in three distinct service areas: 
Community, Family and Child Service, Community Outreach and Disability Service, and 
Immigration and Settlement Service (ISS). The agency’s mission is to “care for and bring hope to 
those in need with humility, compassion and respect” (CSS, 2020). The annual operating budget 
of the Agency in the 2019 - 2020 fiscal year totaled $102 million CAD (CSS, 2020).  

The ISS of CSS has been serving newcomers in Alberta for over 58 years and employs 115 full-
time and part-time staff, in addition to fluctuating relief staff, in Edmonton and Red Deer. The 
staff employed by ISS often reflect the clients they serve, which is evidenced by staff in 
Edmonton and Red Deer speaking 70 languages. Settlement services are a sub-sector of social 
services that assist newcomers with all aspects of daily life that allow them to settle in their 
new country (Praznik and Shields, 2018). The primary services delivered are information and 
orientation on the topics of government documentation, educational institutions and systems, 
healthcare, community connections, rights and responsibilities, housing, and language testing 
and training. ISS serves approximately 14,000 newcomer clients per year in Edmonton and Red 
Deer. ISS’ two primary funders are Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada and the 
Government of Alberta. ISS also receives funding from Family, Community and Child Services, 
which is operated by the City of Edmonton, and other special grants. Lastly, CSS operates the 
Sign of Hope charity subsidiary of the agency, which provides funding to many emergent 
programs that have not secured stable public funding.  

ISS offers a suite of federally funded programs to meet the needs of different classes of 
permanent residents. First, ISS operates the Language Assessment, Referral and Counselling 
Centre (LARCC), which administers the Canadian Language Benchmark exam. The Canadian 
Language Benchmark exam score is a requirement to be placed in the federally funded 
Language Instruction for Newcomers to Canada (LINC) language program, which permanent 
residents can attend at no cost. Second, ISS delivers the Resettlement Assistance Program, 
which provides settlement services to Government Assisted Refugees (GARs) for their first six 
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weeks in Canada, including arrival at the airport and fourteen days of temporary housing. After 
six weeks, GARs are then transferred internally to the Complex Case Management Program, 
which provides case management services for the remainder of GAR clients’ first eighteen 
months in Canada. The language assessment program and RAP are cornerstone programs of ISS 
because the federal government only funds one language assessment centre and one RAP 
contribution agreement per urban center. Therefore, CSS is the only organization in Edmonton 
that operates these federal programs.  

ISS also delivers the Newcomer Settlement Program, Enhanced Case Management Program, 
Orientation, Volunteer Programs, Cross-Cultural Counselling, and Community Support Worker 
Program, all of which are federally funded. Newcomer Settlement Program is a catchall 
settlement program for all classes of permanent residents, including economic immigrants, 
family class immigrants, Privately Sponsored Refugees, and GARs after they have been in 
Canada for more than one year. Orientation provides a five-day course, delivered once a week 
for five weeks, to recently arrived GARs on the topics of rights and responsibilities, child and 
adult education, healthcare, child welfare, weather and driving. The course is internally referred 
to as “a crash course on life in Canada” for GAR clients. Volunteer Programs offer community 
connection opportunities for established Canadians to support newcomer settlement, through 
English language exchanges and formal friendship matching, and opportunities for newcomers 
to gain Canadian work experience through volunteer placements. Cross-Cultural Counselling 
provides mental health support to newcomers through individual and family cross-cultural 
counselling. Community Support Workers provide direct support services for newcomers that 
facilitate their access to settlement and mainstream services, most often through 
interpretation.  

The Government of Alberta funds two ISS programs, including Language and Vocational 
Assessment and the Community Support Services Program. Language and Vocational 
Assessment, which is also part of the LARCC, provides newcomers with individual support and 
counselling related to language learning options, career pathways, and Canadian education 
institutions. The Community Support Services Program provides settlement services to foreign 
nationals who are not permanent residents, including Temporary Foreign Workers and 
International Students, as they are not eligible for federally funded settlement programs. The 
Government of Alberta also recently funded the Family Wellness and Community Enhancement 
Program until September 1, 2020, which worked with newcomer families to address issues of 
family discord as a result of reunification.  

ISS receives funding from the City of Edmonton’s Family and Community Support Services for 
the Cross-Cultural Counselling, Youth programs for GARs, and the Language and Community 
Enrichment (LACE) program, which delivers English conversation circles at 18 Edmonton Public 
Library locations. Sign of Hope provides small amounts of supplementary funding to the 
majority of ISS’ programs, most notably the following programs: Intercultural Education, 
Parenting in Two Cultures and Outdoor Wellness.  

ISS in its entirety will be the organizational focus of this research project. The objective is to 
understand their collective evaluation capacity across their varied programs, rather than 
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evaluate a single program. The underlying goal of the project is to support the ISS to strengthen 
evaluation efforts and take steps towards developing a culture of evaluation. Ultimately, 
strengthening evaluation practices and developing a culture of evaluation would support ISS to 
continue to be competitive in a challenging funding climate, improve current programs and 
continue to fill service gaps for clients, and engage staff.  

1.3 Defining the Problem 

ISS needs to pursue numerous evaluation activities, as public accountability activities, given 
that it receives the majority of its funding from various levels of government. Despite its myriad 
of publicly funded programs, ISS does not have an evaluation department, committee or 
individual staff member specifically designated and trained to evaluate its programs. Individual 
programs all complete evaluative activities, such as surveys and client focus groups for 
accountability purposes, but there is little capacity to compile, analyze or use the data gathered 
in a systematic and meaningful way, or communicate findings to staff. Furthermore, both the 
federal and provincial governments are operating from perspectives of fiscal restraint, which 
creates increased competition among agencies to deliver cost-per-client services. Evaluation 
capacity building would support ISS to determine the effectiveness of their programs, support 
ongoing improvement and innovation to service delivery and develop a culture of learning. A 
culture of learning would increase their overall adaptability in the current environment of 
political, social and fiscal uncertainty. Evaluation would also support ISS to be more responsive 
to the changing needs of their clients, by listening to, documenting and strategically 
incorporating client voices into programs and service delivery strategies, ultimately influencing 
positive client outcomes.  

All of ISS’ major funders, including IRCC, the Government of Alberta and Family and Community 
Support Services, announced funding decreases in the April 1, 2020 fiscal. Immigration, 
Refugees and Citizenship Canada funds provinces and regions based on permanent resident 
arrivals to the designated region. Historically, Alberta’s economy experienced decades of 
sustained economic growth resulting in a rich pool of employment opportunities, which 
subsequently attracted immigrants to settle in the province. However, Alberta’s economy has 
been in decline since 2016, recently compounded by the COVID-19 pandemic, which has 
resulted in fewer immigrant arrivals in the province. As a result, settlement agencies operating 
in Alberta faced a decrease in federal funding in the spring of 2020 for the first time in many 
decades. In addition, the current provincial government has also announced major cuts to 
public services, most notably to education, social services and health care. To date, the 
Province of Alberta has not announced cuts to any of the programs it funds at ISS, but it is a 
possibility during the next three years of the current provincial government. The province has 
also decreased its funding to municipalities, which impacts funding to Family and Community 
Support Services through the City of Edmonton. As a result, agencies in Alberta, including ISS, 
are dealing with a smaller pool of funding for their programs from all levels of government, and 
therefore need to prove the value and effectiveness of the services they offer. As noted 
previously, evaluation can be a way to judge the merit of services offered and increase 
organizational learning, adaptability and innovation, which is increasingly important in the 
current fiscal environment.  
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1.4 Project Objectives and Research Questions 

The purpose of the study is to understand ISS’ current evaluation capacity by identifying 
barriers and facilitators to building evaluation capacity, and to identify tangible actions the 
organization can take to build internal evaluation capacity.  

The primary research question is:  

● What is Immigration and Settlement Services’ current evaluation capacity, and what are 
the challenges and opportunities to build evaluation capacity?  

The secondary research questions include: 

● What are managers, team leaders and staff’s experience with evaluation?  
● How can ISS develop a culture of evaluation? 

An assumption embedded within this project is that improved evaluation capacity will support 
ISS to develop a culture of learning, improve evaluation practices to enable them to evaluate 
the effectiveness of their programs, and identify opportunities for service delivery 
improvement and innovation.  

1.5 Positionality of Principal Researcher 

It is worth noting that I have a vested interest in the results of this research, given my 
employment within the organizational focus of this project. Furthermore, prior to undertaking 
this research, I was already embedded in the organization and had my own experiences and 
observations related to the evaluation practices of the organization that have shaped how I 
have approached and understood the project. Although participatory action research is not the 
methodological approach of the project, it is important to note my positionality and personal 
relationship to the research in an effort to name biases rather than ignore or omit them 
(Guishard, 2008; Muhammad, Wallerstein, Sussman, Avila, Belone and Duran, 2015; Patton, 
1999).  

I am a settler on Treaty 6 Territory, the traditional territory of the Cree, Saulteaux, Nakota, and 
Dene peoples. I have lived and worked in Edmonton, Alberta for the past five years in the 
newcomer settlement sector. I began the Master of Arts in Community Development (MACD) at 
the University of Victoria in May 2018 and began a new role at ISS shortly afterwards in July 
2018. My new role as Special Projects Coordinator required me to complete focus groups with 
clients and support the development, distribution and analysis of program surveys across ISS. I 
also frequently draft funding proposals for various programs for all levels of government, all of 
which have sections related to evaluation and outcome measurement. Combined, these duties 
contribute to a significant portion of my workload. I had very little knowledge of evaluation 
when I started in this new role, apart from undergraduate courses in social science research 
methods. This led me to begin reading literature on evaluation to strengthen my ability to fulfill 
the evaluation aspects of my job.  
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At the same time, I completed courses in the MACD program, including community-based 
research and ethics, leadership, and project design, implementation and evaluation. As a result 
of these courses and through informal learning, I began to see room for growth in the Agency’s 
evaluation practices. Dr. Astrid Brousselle recommended that I take the course ADMN 537: 
Program Evaluation and Performance Measurement at the School of Public Administration to 
increase my knowledge of program evaluation and concretize my research project after she had 
approved my research proposal and agreed to be my supervisor. I joined an Evaluation 
Communities of Practice with staff of other social service providers in Edmonton, which I have 
attended once a month since September 2019. 

Taken together, this project has been a learning process for me as I further increase my 
knowledge of the field of evaluation, complete my project and fulfill my current role at ISS. My 
goal is to collectively increase the evaluation knowledge and competency of my workplace, 
which will lead to improved organizational learning and support program development that will 
positively impact newcomers settling in Edmonton. At the same time, I am now critical of the 
traditional evaluation methods used by many evaluators in the social service sector, particularly 
the settlement sector. I often question the validity of evaluation methods used with clients who 
are unfamiliar with surveys, focus groups, and other methods, and who either may not speak 
an official language or read or write in their first language. It is my hope that the project can be 
a catalyst for further conversations about how we can explore different methods that are more 
culturally appropriate in the context of our work and redistribute power to clients and frontline 
staff in the evaluation process.  

1.6 Organization of Report 

This report will be organized into the following sections: a review of the relevant literature and 
conceptual framework for the research; methodology and methods undertaken; research 
findings; discussion and analysis of research findings, and lastly, recommendations and 
conclusion.  
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2.0 Literature Review 
This literature review covers the following topics: government-nonprofit relationships, 
accountability, evaluation and performance measurement, evaluation capacity, nonprofit 
evaluation practices and capacity, evaluation capacity building, and culture of evaluation. 

2.1 Government-Nonprofit Relationship 

According to Anheier (2005), the need for social services will always outweigh the ability of 
nonprofits to secure private donations, resulting in nonprofits seeking reliable funding streams, 
most often through government sources (p. 282). Governments fund public sector nonprofits to 
provide essential public services, such as health care and social services (Quarter and Mook, 
2009). An underlying assumption in their relationship is that governments are superior 
administrators while nonprofits are better at service delivery due to their connection and 
integration in local communities (Brinkerhoff, 2002; Quarter and Mook, 2009; Salamon and 
Toepler, 2015). Furthermore, governments are able to reduce costs of service provision by 
contracting nonprofits, who often operate with supplementary contributions from private 
donations and volunteers (Knutsen, 2017; Smith, 2016). 

Governments and nonprofits work in partnerships that present benefits and challenges for both 
parties (Brinkerhoff, 2002; Knutsen, 2017; Salamon and Toepler, 2015). The benefits identified 
in the literature include increased pluralism and civic activism, reduced administrative burden, 
increased efficiency through competition between agencies, collaborative potential around 
emergent issues, and more tailored services as a result of connections to local communities 
that nonprofits leverage (Brinkerhoff, 2002; Knutsen, 2017; Salamon and Toepler, 2015). In 
addition to receiving direct payments for fee-for-service contracts, nonprofits experience the 
benefits of tax exemption, tax deductions for donators and preferential regulatory treatment 
(Anheier, 2005, p. 283). The negative consequences of government-nonprofit relationships 
primarily relate to the imbalance of power between governments and nonprofits that result in 
nonprofits often changing activities and strategies to maximize government contracting at the 
expense of their social mission (Ebrahim, 2005; Knutsen, 2017). Smith and Lipsky (1993, as cited 
in Anheier, 2005, p. 287) argue that governments and nonprofits participate in “mutually 
dependent” but unequal relationships in which governments act as a hegemonic leader that 
subordinates nonprofits.  

Anheier (2005) presents government and nonprofit relationships as: (1) substitute and 
supplementary, (2) complementary, or (3) adversary. Nonprofits may supplement or substitute 
services when there is an identified gap in public services being provided for vulnerable people. 
Governments and nonprofits demonstrate a complementary relationship when governments 
fund nonprofits through stable funding, namely through tax income, and in turn nonprofits 
provide effective and responsive services in local communities. Lastly, nonprofits can at times 
side with minority perspectives on issues, such as those represented in social movements or 
protests, creating a political conflict that results in an adversarial relationship. According to 
Young (2000, as cited in Anheier, 2005, p. 284), all three classifications of government-nonprofit 
relationships may be present and at play at a given time.  
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Also significant, Najam (2000) identifies four C’s model of nongovernmental organization (NGO) 
and government relations, which include cooperation, co-adaptation, complementarity and 
confrontation. Najam notes the possibility of a relationship of non-engagement, where select 
NGOs may choose not to engage with government either entirely or on specific topics (p. 384). 
Their model focuses on the topic of the preferred ends or goals, as well as the preferred means 
or strategies of each party, all of which can shape the relationship between government and 
nonprofits.  

Governments and nonprofits are logically coupled due to demands on governments to meet 
public needs and the ability of the nonprofit sector to respond to emergent societal needs with 
urgency and more efficiency than governments. There are benefits to nonprofits delivering 
public services in place of direct government services, such as healthcare and social services, 
including the use of voluntary labour, tax benefits and exemption, and connection and 
responsiveness to local communities. However, nonprofits have a tendency to alter their 
activities to maximize public contracting, which can compromise their social missions.  

2.2 Accountability 

Since the 1960s, governments and publicly funded organizations have been impacted by the 
rise of New Public Management (NPM), an approach to governance that strives for increased 
efficiency, accountability and managing for results (Chouinard, 2013). Given the nonprofit 
sector’s close relationship with governments, they have also been impacted by the growing 
emphasis on accountability, results and efficiency (Whitaker, Altman-Sauer and Henderson, 
2004). More recently, the approach has shifted from NPM to other approaches in the field of 
public administration, including New Political Governance, but governments have retained the 
focus on accountability, efficiency and evidence-based decision making brought about by NPM 
(Chouinard and Milley, 2013; McDavid, Huse and Hawthorn, 2017). ‘Accountability’ is seen as 
an indisputable good that needs to be pursued and continually improved as it provides 
assurance that taxpayer dollars are being spent wisely and that public interest and priorities are 
being respected (McDavid, Huse and Hawthorn, 2017; Whitaker, Altman-Sauer and Henderson, 
2004). McDavid, Huse and Hawthorn (2017) present the idea that there is a common 
assumption that public tax dollars will be wasted and the politicians and public servants will act 
in self-interested ways if strong accountability systems are not in place (p. 429).  

Chouinard (2013) questions the prominence of accountability rhetoric within public 
management discourse, particularly the argument that more accountability is always desired. 
She argues that the term accountability has shifted from meaning the presence of shared 
responsibility to encompass “control, regulation, and compliance” (p. 239). Furthermore, she 
questions how much accountability is considered enough and whose interests does ever-
increasing accountability serve. Ebrahim (2005) echoes this sentiment by stating that 
exhaustive accountability requirements for nonprofits actually detract from their social mission 
and negatively impact their ability to carry out their work, particularly where instances of 
accountability and resource dependence are coupled. They further state that the accountability 
requirements placed on nonprofits actively inhibit organizational learning and create cultures of 
compliance and risk aversion, which limits the ability of nonprofit organizations to experiment 
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with programming, potentially preventing them from discovering social innovations to complex 
societal problems. These arguments are not meant to imply that organizations should not be 
accountable for public funds, but rather that the continually growing administrative burdens 
placed on nonprofits in the name of ‘accountability’ negatively impact their capacity to actually 
fulfill their missions and find solutions to the social issues they are meant to address.  

2.3 Evaluation and Performance Measurement 

2.3.1  EVALUATION 

Performance measurement and evaluation have become central to systems of accountability. 
There are varied definitions and approaches to evaluation. The Canadian Evaluation Society 
(2015) defines evaluation as the “systematic assessment of the design, implementation or the 
results of an initiative for the purposes of learning or decision-making.” According to McDavid, 
Huse and Hawthorn (2017), evaluation is an organizational activity that gathers information to 
test the effectiveness of policies and programs and areas of improvement through hypotheses 
and research designs (p. 3). Wholey, Hatry and Newcomer (2010) offer a comparable definition 
by stating that program evaluation is the systematic analysis of program results and whether 
the program of focus caused the results. Chouinard and Cram (2020) further add that 
evaluation, in addition to addressing questions of program improvement and effectiveness, 
serves the purpose of strategic decision-making (p. 1). Evaluation is situated within the 
literature as both an organizational practice and cultural orientation towards evidence-based 
decision-making, strategic planning and social innovation (Chelimsky, 1997).  

McDavid, Huse and Hawthorn (2017) describe the steps to conduct and report an evaluation, 
which include: understanding the context and needs of the evaluation, such as determining the 
research questions; developing an evaluation plan and the data collection instruments 
(methods); collecting lines of evidence through pre-determined methods; analyzing data as it 
pertains to the research questions; writing and reviewing an evaluation report; and, sharing the 
report and findings with applicable stakeholders (p. 29). These steps vary depending on the 
approach to evaluation, as collaborative and culturally responsive approaches heavily 
emphasize stakeholder and participant consultation throughout the evaluative process 
(Cousins, 2019; Chouinard, 2020). Regardless of the difference in approaches, evaluation is a 
process that includes the use of methods to collect lines of evidence that answer fundamental 
program, policy or intervention questions, including impact on participant lives and 
communities, implementation strategy and improvement, service gaps and solutions, among 
others.  

Evaluation can be distinguished from other accountability fields, such as accreditation and 
accounting, because of its emphasis on testing causality between policies and programs and 
observed outcomes (McDavid, Huse and Hawthorn, 2017, p. 12) and its ability to support 
organizational learning and development. Evaluation is most often used to determine the 
connection between social interventions, such as policies and programs, and observed 
outcomes in populations and for organizational improvement and growth. Furthermore, 
proponents of collaborative approaches to evaluation, discussed later in this section, position 
evaluation as a tool to further social justice because of its ability to measure and improve the 
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social impact of interventions and empower, listen to, and amplify the voices of typically 
marginalized populations who may be participants in programs and communities being 
evaluated (Chouinard, 2020; Cousins, 2019).  

Chelimsky (1997) provides the argument that evaluation falls under three primary categories 
and corresponding purposes: improvement, accountability and knowledge. Gill (2010) adds that 
evaluation is for results, learning and change making. Both Chelimksy and Gill’s categories 
reflect that evaluation is for accountability and demonstrating results, as well as for 
organizational improvement, growth and innovation. Therefore, evaluation is a multifaceted 
practice that organizations can use for multiple purposes, including for accountability and a tool 
for organizational learning and development, which cannot be attributed to other fields of 
organizational accountability, such as accounting.  

Evaluation tends to be split into three key areas: summative evaluation, which determines if a 
program or policy has been effective in achieving its intended outcomes, and formative, which 
aims to understand how the program was delivered and how it could be improved (McDavid, 
Huse and Hawthorn, 2017). Patton (2011) adds developmental evaluation to the literature, 
which is an approach to evaluation that incorporates systems thinking and complexity to 
respond to the ongoing developments within systems and programs by gathering real-time data 
and making informed decisions in a dynamic environment (p. 1). Program evaluations can 
combine aspects of summative, formative and developmental evaluation by answering 
questions related to program outcomes and more technical aspects of how programs were 
delivered and how delivery can be improved.  

The field of evaluation also has a large body of approaches, including but not limited to: 
utilization focused evaluation (Patton 2012), and collaborative approaches (Cousins, 2019), 
which includes empowerment evaluation (Fetterman, 2002), culturally-responsive approaches 
(Chouinard and Cram, 2020), among others. The differences in approaches can be marked by 
the epistemological assumptions related to the evaluator, program participants, and wider 
stakeholders, preferred methods, rationale, context, what information is considered valid and 
defensible, among others. According to McDavid, Huse and Hawthorn (2017), different 
approaches to evaluation can and should be adopted based on the context of the evaluation, 
and as such evaluators need to be well versed in multiple approaches and data collection 
methods. They state that evaluations being done in a high-stakes and accountability focused 
context, such as a high profile government program being at risk of discontinuation, requires a 
more traditional, highly rigorous, and scientific approach to evaluation. However, if the primary 
objective of the evaluation is organizational learning, then a collaborative approach may be 
more applicable (Cousins, 2019; McDavid, Huse and Hawthorn, 2017).  

2.3.2 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT 

Performance measurement is the systematic collection of quantitative data related to policy or 
program activities that are used to inform and advance organizational goals (Poister et al., 
2014, p. 7). According to Poister (2010), performance measures include outcomes, cost-
effectiveness, outputs, quality, and customer satisfaction (p. 101). Outcomes are considered 
the most important measure of performance monitoring systems, followed closely by outputs 
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(Poister, 2010). Outputs and outcomes as standalone features of a performance monitoring 
framework, while useful, cannot draw causal conclusions about the effectiveness or impact of a 
program, which is why evaluation designs are necessary for more in depth analysis of a 
program (Poister, 2010, p. 104). Performance measures tend to focus on the quantitative and 
normative realities of programs, such as how many individuals were served or how many 
individuals demonstrated a desired program outcome, whereas evaluation studies whether the 
program activities were effective, its importance and future relevance, whether it is well 
designed and well implemented, and participants’ contextual experiences in the program. 
Taken together, program evaluation provides a more nuanced understanding of a program or 
policy.  

Poister et al (2014) situate performance measurement and program evaluation as 
organizational reform cousins, both of which provide leaders with insight into the 
accomplishments of the organization and inform future strategic planning (p. 27). Program 
evaluation is more resource intensive to conduct than gathering performance measures, 
therefore in times of fiscal restraint governments often lean more heavily on performance 
measures to make strategic decisions, despite the fact that program evaluation provides deeper 
understanding of the social outcomes of policies and programs (McDavid, Huse and Hawthorn, 
2017). Furthermore, evaluation provides opportunities to listen to and understand the social 
context of program participants and communities, which is not possible with performance 
measures alone. McDavid, Huse and Hawthorn (2017) argue that heavily relying on 
performance measures at the expense of program evaluation has negative impacts on 
organizational learning, overall effectiveness and staff morale (p. 5).  

2.3.3 COLLABORATIVE APPROACHES TO EVALUATION 

Cousins (2019) loosely defines collaborative approaches to evaluation as any evaluation in 
which trained evaluators work alongside non-evaluators to “coproduce evaluative knowledge” 
(p. 5) in the “planning, implementing, and disseminating” of evaluative knowledge (p. 7). The 
literature notes multiple collaborative approaches to evaluation that support organizations and 
communities to evaluate their programs and build evaluation capacity through collective 
involvement in the evaluation process (Fetterman, 2001; Chouinard, 2013; Acree and 
Chouinard, 2019; Chouinard and Cram, 2020; Janzen, Ochocka, Turner, Cook, Franklin and 
Deichert, 2017; Suarez-Balcazar and Harper, 2004). Collaborative approaches to evaluation 
have pragmatic, political and philosophical justifications related to the practical ability of 
community members to offer more in-depth understanding on a program context, sharing of 
power and displacing traditional epistemological practices with academic as expert, and to 
continue exploring the complexities in which programs operate (Cousins, 2019, p. 11 - 12).   

Participatory evaluation (Suarez-Balcazar and Harper, 2004) is rooted in the tradition of 
participatory action research and centralizes the concept of active and ongoing involvement of 
stakeholders in the evaluation process and shared control over critical decisions related to the 
evaluation and its implementation (p. 2). They argue that participatory approaches to 
evaluation are both useful and ethical when evaluating programs in communities that have 
historically been marginalized and oppressed. Participatory approaches have been described by 
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Cousins and Whitmore (1998) as “a three-pronged” activity which includes investigation, 
education and action (p. 8).  

Proponents of culturally responsive approaches to evaluation posit that culture is fundamental 
to the context of every evaluation, not only in terms of program participants and communities 
but the ways in which the evaluator worldview impacts how information is collected, 
understood, and shared (Chouinard and Cram, 2020). Chouinard and Cram have identified nine 
dimensions of culture that impact evaluation, including: epistemological, ecological, 
methodological, political, personal, relational, institutional, axiological and ontological 
dimensions. Fundamentally, culturally responsive approaches challenge evaluators to consider 
how their worldview and cultural biases impact evaluation and argue that the equitable 
inclusion of community members in evaluation not only enriches evaluation findings and use 
but is ethically imperative.  

It is important to note that collaborative and participatory approaches to research and 
evaluation are not without criticism (Cornwall and Jewkes, 1995; Cornwall, 2008). Power 
differentials between researchers and community members are enduring, despite the best 
efforts of researchers to work from an anti-oppressive lens (Cornwall, 2008). As well, 
community developers and researchers often lump marginalized communities into monolithic 
groups, and erase the differences between individual members. Cornwall and Jewkes (1995) 
further problematize participatory evaluation stating it could have negative impacts on 
program participants, communities may be skeptical or resistant to research or evaluation 
projects, and that the equitable participation of community members across race, gender, 
financial standing, among other factors is unlikely (Cornwall and Jewkes, 1995).  

2.4 Evaluation Capacity and Culture of Evaluation 

For Taylor-Ritzler, Suarez-Balcazar, Garcia-Iriarte, Henry and Balcazar (2013), evaluation 
capacity is the collection of organizational and individual factors present in an organization or 
system that facilitates evaluation and its use (p. 192). In their synthesized model for nonprofits, 
the Evaluation Capacity Assessment Instrument (ECAI), evaluation capacity can be measured in 
the following areas:  

● Individual factors, including awareness of evaluation and its benefits, motivation to 
pursue evaluation, and formal competence and skill to conduct evaluations;  

● Organizational factors, including leadership’s support of evaluation, evaluative thinking 
and learning climate, and the resources to conduct evaluation, such as paid evaluation 
staff and technology; and,  

● Evaluation outcomes, which include how evaluation has been mainstreamed into the 
day-to-day practices of the organization, including in formal policy, and the use of 
evaluation findings (p. 192).  

Similarly, Cousins, Goh, Elliot and Bourgeois (2014) group evaluation capacity into the formal 
capacity to do evaluation and the capacity to use evaluation. The capacity to do evaluation 
includes the professional competencies the individual or organization has to effectively 
evaluate their programs, including the formal education and training, data collection tools and 
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methods, data analysis and interpretation, and written reports, and the informal skills that 
facilitate evaluation, such as relationship building and conflict resolution (p. 16). The capacity to 
use evaluation includes the ability of the organization to integrate evaluation knowledge into 
the day-to-day operations and strategies of the organization, which includes the organization's 
integration of evaluation findings in program planning and improvement, collective learning, 
discovery and reflection, and symbolic uses, such as affirmation of program value and staff 
effort (p. 17).  

According to Gagnon, Aubry, Cousins, Goh and Elliot (2018), evaluation capacity is the 
intersection of an organization’s ability to do evaluation, to use evaluation and to pursue 
organizational learning. In a recent empirical study, they measured the validity of constructs 
often attached to evaluation capacity, including: organizational learning, support structures, 
capacity to do evaluation, stakeholder participation, capacity to use evaluation, and mediating 
factors. They found that these constructs are valid measures to determine the evaluation 
capacity of an organization.  

Bourgeois and Cousins (2008) provide a framework for organizational evaluation capacity 
where organizations have low capacity, developing capacity, intermediate capacity or 
exemplary capacity. They argue that it is necessary to identify the evaluation capacity of an 
organization before pursuing evaluation capacity building approaches. According to their 
framework, organizations exhibit low capacity when they typically contract evaluators for 
evaluations of individual programs for funder requirements, have little technical skills to 
conduct evaluation, evaluations conducted lack rigor or defensibility, and there is little or no 
evidence of evaluations being used to inform program strategy or decision-making. 
Organizations exhibit exemplary evaluation capacity when they consider evaluative enquiry as a 
core management function, it is fully integrated into decision-making, and all staff demonstrate 
results-management and evidence-informed practice.  

Volkov and King (2007) have developed an evaluation capacity building checklist for 
organizations to inventory their internal evaluation capacity and key areas of development. The 
checklist includes the following broad themes:  

● Organizational context, including positive evaluative culture internally and external 
environment, such as funder accountability directives;  

● Evaluation capacity building structures, such as inclusion of evaluation in strategic plans, 
the infrastructure to support evaluation activities and communication, integration of 
evaluation in day-to-day operations, and evaluation-related learning opportunities, such 
as peer support; and, 

● Evaluation resources, including the provision and expansion of resources and systems 
that provide support to evaluation, such as long-term financial support.  

Preskill and Boyle (2008a) define evaluation capacity building as the intentional design and 
implementation of teaching and learning strategies about evaluation practice, with the ultimate 
goal being sustainable evaluation practice (p. 444). Sustainable evaluation practice, or culture 
of evaluation, is described as organizational members who gather, analyze and use data and 
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continually ask questions that matter to the ongoing improvement and growth of the 
organization (p. 444). Organizations tend to focus on involvement in the evaluation process, 
one-off training sessions, technical assistance and written materials as evaluation capacity 
building teaching and learning strategies, but they may not be appropriate or adequate 
depending on the context of the organization (Preskill and Boye, 2008b; Better Evaluation, 
2015). There are multiple strategies that can be combined to be effective in a tailored 
evaluation capacity building design, including: technical assistance, written materials, 
technology, mentoring and coaching, meetings, communities of practice, internships and 
appreciative inquiry.  

Mayne (2008) advocates for evaluative cultures within organizations, which is defined by 
organizations that: “engage in self-reflection and self-examination,” “evidence-based learning,” 
and “encourages experimentation and change” (p. 5). According to Mayne, the process of 
undertaking and conducting an evaluation provides evaluation capacity building opportunities 
for organizations, even more so than the learning that is presented in the form of a final 
evaluation report. Botcheva, White and Huffman (2002) echo Mayne’s call for evaluative 
cultures and state that community-based organizations must view evaluation, learning and 
evidence-based practices as a core organizational function that builds organizations, both in 
terms of staff competency and competitive advantage for future funding. They also state that 
the existence of an evaluation or research department is a major catalyst for developing a 
culture of learning and evaluation.  

El Hassar, Poth, Gokiert and Bulut (2020) emphasize the importance of organizational context 
when considering an evaluation capacity assessment tool. They developed a tool specifically for 
early childhood development nonprofits operating in Alberta, titled the Evaluation Capacity 
Needs Assessment. They argue that selecting an assessment tool that is not designed for the 
context in which evaluation capacity is being measured impacts the validity of the assessment 
results, and can have negative impacts on organizations, policies and people. Therefore, it is 
important for evaluators interested in assessing and building evaluation capacity in 
organizations to be cognizant that evaluation capacity assessment tools are often designed for 
a specific organizational context and not one size fits all.  

The evaluation capacity building literature outlines a multitude of factors that correspond to 
evaluation capacity in organizations, tools to empirically measure evaluation capacity across 
identified factors, and activities and practices organizations can adopt to build evaluation 
capacity. The ultimate goal of evaluation capacity building interventions in organizations is to 
promote evaluative thinking and cultures of evaluation, which are a result of technical 
competency and resources to do evaluation, understanding and appreciation for evidence-
based decision making at all levels of organizations, and the pursuit of evaluative knowledge 
not only as a means of accountability, but for organizational learning, reflection, growth and 
engagement. The central theme found in the evaluation capacity and capacity building 
literature is that organizations exhibit evaluative cultures when they facilitate and encourage 
collective enquiry, reflection, and the collection of data that is meaningful to all interested 
parties. One difference is that some authors emphasize the impact of external factors on 
evaluation capacity (Bourgeois and Cousins 2008; Volkov and King, 2007), where it is omitted by 
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others (Preskill and Boyle, 2008a; Taylor-Ritzler, Suarez-Balcazar, Garcia-Iriarte, Henry and 
Balcazar, 2013). External factors are significant in the context of this study because ISS is a 
nonprofit that heavily depends on public funding, which fluctuates based on public support for 
programming and political priorities. 

2.5 Evaluation Practices and Capacity of Nonprofits 

According to the literature, nonprofits have not kept pace with the ever-increasing demands for 
accountability from public funders, particularly in the field of evaluation and evidence-based 
practice (Bach-Mortensen and Mongomery, 2018; Botcheva, White and Huffman, 2002; 
Carman, 2007; Carman and Fredericks, 2010; Despard, 2016; Gill, 2010; Stoecker, 2007). 
Nonprofits face distinct challenges to evaluate their services, including lack of resources, 
technical capacity and skill for evaluation, ability to identify appropriate outcomes and 
indicators, organizational culture and resistance to evaluation, and lack of evaluation support 
and direction from funders (Bach-Mortensen and Mongomery, 2018; Botcheva, White and 
Huffman, 2002). In addition, nonprofits use various methods to collect evidence about their 
programs, but do not use that evidence to formally evaluate their programs (Carman, 2007). As 
discussed prior, evaluation is a systematic process to assess specific aspects of programs, 
policies and interventions. Nonprofits tend to equate data collection activities, such as surveys 
and focus groups, with evaluation without conducting the systematic and in-depth analysis of 
data that an evaluation entails (Despard, 2016). Furthermore, nonprofits face ever-increasing 
competition as the nonprofit sector continues to grow and information sharing and advocacy of 
social issues and services continues to increase in the general society, resulting in increased 
critique of the sector (Gill, 2010). 

Carman (2007) researched the evaluation practices of nonprofits in the United States, and she 
found that nonprofit managers tend to equate evaluation and performance measurement with 
a host of accountability functions, including reporting, accounting, monitoring and regulation, 
and general management, but do little in terms of actual program evaluation which would 
inform both the outcomes of their services and tangible means to improve. Nonprofits collect 
data on many points of service delivery but struggle to collect outcome data, which can be 
attributed to lack of knowledge or skill of how to measure social outcomes and lack of support 
or direction from funders to do so. Furthermore, very few nonprofits surveyed had internal 
evaluation staff and instead delegated evaluation to frontline staff, support staff and managers 
who lack technical evaluation knowledge and skill. As a result, many nonprofits have yet to 
invest in evaluation as a key organizational function (Carman, 2007). Lastly, nonprofits tend to 
equate evaluation with accountability, to the detriment of organizational learning and long 
term systems change (Gill, 2010). 

Mitchell and Berlan (2018) empirically analyzed the relationship between aspects of evaluation 
capacity in nonprofits, including evaluative culture, external and internal pressure, evaluative 
rigor, and monitoring frequency, and various characteristics of organizations, including size, 
age, budget surplus, staff compensation, and executive compensation. They found that larger 
nonprofits and those with budget surplus are positively associated with evaluation capacity and 
rigor, likely due to both increased pressure to evaluate from various sources and the available 
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funds to pursue evaluation. Additionally, staff compensation is positively associated with 
evaluative culture and frequency as higher pay attracts candidates with higher education and 
technical credentials. Conversely, executive compensation actually has a negative effect on 
evaluative culture and practices, which they hypothesize could be due to the fact that higher 
paid and experienced executives may rely more heavily on their own judgement and experience 
rather than evidence-based practice.  

Bach-Mortensen and Montgomery (2018) completed a systematic review of literature that 
address the barriers and facilitators of third sector organizations (TSOs) to evaluate their 
services. The most cited barriers to evaluation includes, in order of frequency: the lack of 
technical knowledge and ability to conduct evaluations, a perceived misalignment between the 
outcomes imposed by the funder and those prioritized by the TSO,  and the lack of financial 
resources to conduct evaluations, either through contracting evaluators or having paid 
evaluation staff. The most cited facilitators to evaluation in the systematic review include: 
funders requiring TSOs to complete evaluations; the involvement of stakeholders in the 
identification of program outcomes and goals; and, having staff who have the technical 
competency and training to perform evaluations.  

Stoecker (2007) surveyed nonprofits in the United States regarding their research practices, 
capacity and needs. The study found that many nonprofits devote enormous amounts of paid 
staff and volunteer hours to data collection and database entry for data that is seldom accessed 
or used. Furthermore, data is not well shared among organizations, which further limits the use 
and impact of the data collected. Stoecker further concludes that nonprofits appear to collect 
data for the purpose of performative accountability, resulting in large amounts of data that is 
seldom used for any purpose, let alone for tracking and measuring program outcomes.  

Liket, Rey-Garcia and Maas (2014) write that nonprofits face a number of barriers to evaluate 
their programs, including: confusion about the type and quantity of data to collect; unclear 
messages from funders about preferred evaluation methods and evaluative rigor expected; 
and, lack of budget to contract evaluators or to have evaluators as regular staff, which then 
results in the offloading of evaluation to support staff and managers who lack evaluation 
expertise (p. 172). They argue that it is critical that nonprofits develop their negotiation skills 
with funders and other stakeholders around the topic of funding evaluation, so that nonprofits 
can more effectively meet the evaluation demands of funders while also producing evaluations 
that promote improvement and achievement of their social mission (Liket, Rey-Garcia and 
Maas, 2014). 

Despite the close relationship that governments and nonprofits share, nonprofits have 
struggled to prioritize evaluation as a key organizational function. Rather, nonprofits view 
evaluation as an additional administrative burden as it relates to upward funder accountability, 
instead of maximizing the multifaceted benefits of evaluation, including developing and 
engaging staff, fostering organizational learning and further achieving their social mission. In 
addition, nonprofits struggle to differentiate between data collect methods, such inputting data 
in a database or distributing a paper survey, and the formal process of evaluation, such as the 
use of various lines of evidence to determine if a program has made an impact in the lives of 
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participants. Nonprofits face a multitude of barriers to evaluation and to establishing evaluative 
cultures, including lack of technical skill and competency, resource deficits and volatile funding 
climates, difficulty in gathering data that accurately measures social outcomes, and working in 
silos due to competition for funding and the urgent nature of the nonprofit sector.  

2.7 Gaps in the Literature 

Despite acknowledgement in the literature (Preskill, 2014), there continues to be a lack of 
empirical studies of evaluation capacity building in organizations, particularly in relation to 
nonprofit organizations. There are multiple tools that can be used to measure evaluation 
capacity and instances where evaluation capacity has been measured, including 
recommendations for growth. However, there are few studies that measure the change in 
nonprofit organizational capacity, or rather, very few evaluations of evaluation capacity 
building interventions in organizations, which has been noted by Preskill (2014). It is worth 
exploring how nonprofits have assessed their evaluation capacity, implemented evaluation 
capacity building strategies based on empirical assessment, and then later reassessed capacity 
post-implementation of evaluation capacity building strategies to determine growth (or lack 
thereof) of capacity. This research would shed light on how nonprofits, despite the common 
barriers they experience, are able to build evaluation capacity, and thereby positively impact 
evidence-based practice, strategic planning, funding sustainability and overall ability to socially 
innovate. 

Furthermore, there are few studies that address barriers to evaluation capacity that deal with 
the complexity of program participants, apart from typical nonprofit organizational challenges, 
such as lack of resources. Immigrant serving nonprofits, such as the organizational focus of this 
research, may face distinct barriers to evaluating their services directly with clients, including, 
but not limited to: clients that do not speak an official language, impacting the ability to gather 
qualitative data in focus groups and interviews; clients who do not read or write in an official 
language and/or lack literacy skills, rendering any written evaluation methods inaccessible; and, 
the cultural context of clients in which traditional evaluation approaches many not be familiar 
or valid. Culturally responsive approaches to evaluation, as outlined by Chouinard and Cram 
(2020), attempt to address such barriers to evaluation and are worth exploring further in the 
context of immigrant serving agencies in Canada. 

2.8 Conceptual Framework 

The following conceptual framework represents the major findings of the literature review and 
provides a roadmap for how the research findings will be understood and approached. 
Evaluation capacity is the organization’s ability to do evaluation, which is an interplay between 
the individuals who make up the organization and the organization’s structures and resources, 
and the ability to use evaluation, or the outcomes of evaluation capacity. The ability of 
organizations to do and to use evaluation, as a key organizational function and for multiple 
uses, such as accountability and learning, contributes to an overall culture of evaluation. 
Furthermore, multiple evaluation capacity building strategies or interventions can be used by 
organizations to develop individual, organizational, and evaluation capacity outcome factors. A 
visualization of the conceptual framework is included below in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of Evaluation Capacity 

 

3.0 Methodology and Methods 
This chapter provides an overview of the research methodology and design, the methods used 
to collect data, how data will be analyzed and project limitations.  

3.1 Methodology 

The project is based on a mixed methods case study design (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2017). 
According to Yin (2009), a case study is a methodological approach to research in which the 
researcher investigates a specific “phenomenon in depth within its real-life context” (p. 18).  
This project is a case study because it investigates the evaluation perceptions and practices of 
ISS within their real-life context, without using baseline data, a comparison group or a 
normative measure of an ideal organization (McDavid, Huse & Hawthorn 2017). The case study 
approach is to better understand how evaluation as a phenomenon, including data collection 
practices, staff experience and perception, and evaluation uses, contribute to a culture of 
evaluation in the organization. Furthermore, while the literature review has established factors 
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that contribute to a culture of evaluation, the research is being approached from an exploratory 
perspective in that there is no ideal state the research attempts to measure the organization 
against.  

The case study uses a mixed method design in which quantitative data is gathered first, 
followed by a qualitative method that builds on the analysis and findings of the quantitative 
data. This design is described by Creswell and Plano Clark (2017) as a sequential explanatory 
design (p. 77). According to Ivankova, Creswell and Stick (2006), the benefits of using mixed 
method designs is that neither quantitative nor qualitative methods are able to capture the 
nuances of a given issue; therefore, they can complement, enhance and fill in the gaps of either 
method.  

The mixed method case study can be annotated using the research design depicted in Table 1. 
‘X’ represents ISS as the organization exists and operates in its real life context, including its 
evaluation practices, perceptions and uses. Both ‘O’s represent the explanatory sequential data 
collection methods used to study the phenomenon or research focus, namely a quantitative 
survey followed by qualitative discussions.  

Table 1. Mixed Method Case Study 

X O O 

Evaluation at ISS Survey (Quantitative) Small Group Discussions (Qualitative) 

3.2 Methods 

For this research project, a survey was distributed to all staff of ISS to gather quantitative data, 
which was followed by small group discussions with staff to present the survey findings and 
further discuss the evaluation practices of the agency and explore opportunities to build 
evaluation capacity as a group. The survey provides an opportunity to quantitatively measure 
evaluation capacity across the three domains of individual, organizational and evaluation 
capacity outcome factors (more detailed description below), while the small group discussions 
allow the topic of evaluation capacity, and specifically current evaluation practices, 
opportunities and challenges to build evaluation capacity, to be explored in more depth. The 
strength in completing the survey first is that specific areas of evaluation capacity, such as 
leadership and learning climate, can be highlighted, rather than discussing the topic in terms 
that are more abstract with participants. Furthermore, through the survey, staff are presented 
with the various factors related to evaluation capacity and they then have the opportunity to 
discuss these factors in more depth during the small group discussion, which is a capacity 
building activity in itself.  

3.2.1 EVALUATION CAPACITY ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT  

The survey distributed to staff is an adaptation of the Evaluation Capacity Assessment 
Instrument (ECAI), found in Appendix 1, which is an evaluation assessment tool specifically for 
nonprofit organizations (Taylor-Ritzler, Suarez-Balcazar, Garcia-Iriarte, Henry and Balcazar, 
2013). The tool was developed and validated by Taylor-Ritzler, Suarez-Balcazar, Garcia-Iriarte, 
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Henry and Balcazar who hold positions at American and Irish universities. The original tool has 
68 items that address three evaluation dimensions: 1) Individual Factors, including awareness, 
motivation and competence; 2) Organizational Factors, such as leadership, learning climate and 
organizational resources; and 3) Evaluation Capacity Outcomes, namely integrating evaluation 
practices into everyday activities. The ECAI has been used to assess evaluation capacity by 
Lindeman, Bettin, Beach, Adames, Johnson, Kern, Stonehouse, Green and Phillips (2018), Stitt-
Bergh (2016) and Suarez-Balcazar, Taylor-Ritzler and Morales-Curtin (2015). For this project, the 
survey was adapted to better fit the context of ISS. The original tool has 68 statements, but five 
questions were removed that were not considered relevant to the context of ISS. Furthermore, 
the wording in some of the statements was adapted to the language of the organization, such 
as using the word “service” and “agency” rather than “organization”.  

Each ECAI statement is rated on a scale of 1 to 4: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = somewhat disagree, 
3 = somewhat agree, and 4 = strongly agree. Hereafter, all references of scores or ratings of 
statements should all be understood as a score or rating out of 4. Scores closest to 1 signify 
lower capacity whereas scores closest to 4 signify higher capacity. However, it should be noted 
that the ECAI is an exploratory tool and not a diagnostic tool, therefore the scores are meant to 
draw attention to areas of strength and growth, rather than specifically diagnose an 
organization of having low or high capacity. 

In a review of the literature, there were other validated evaluation capacity measurement tools 
found (Bourgeois and Cousins, 2008; Bourgeois, Whynot and Theriault, 2015), which are 
developed in the context of government agencies, and specific sub-sectors of social services, 
such as early childhood development (El Hassar, Poth, Gokiert and Bulut, 2020). However, the 
ECAI is the only validated instrument found that is general to nonprofit organizations. 
Therefore, it most adequately fits the context of ISS compared to other tools. The 
organizational focus of the tool and context of the study are important to align, given that 
government agencies and nonprofits have significant differences, including resources available, 
evaluation context, and time available to staff to pursue evaluation, among others. 

In August 2020, I announced the project at the ISS All-Staff meeting, which was attended 
remotely by 77 staff members. As noted previously, I have worked at ISS for the past five years, 
so the announcement was made to my colleagues and peers. The announcement described the 
purpose of the study, informed staff that a survey would be emailed to all staff in September, 
and the nature of questions they can anticipate in the survey. To encourage participation, I 
described the survey in terms of organizational culture and how ISS gathers and uses 
information, given that many staff may perceive evaluation as a laborious and technical 
practice that does not relate to their day-to-day work.  

The ECAI was input into Survey Monkey, the digital survey platform available to University of 
Victoria students and researchers.  On September 10th, the initial invitation to participate and 
survey link was emailed to the three listservs of ISS, including the email list for Edmonton East 
Office, Edmonton Reception House, and Red Deer staff. These lists included all staff working at 
the three locations who have an agency email address. Relief staff, such as Community Support 
Workers, often do not have agency email addresses and therefore were not recruited for the 
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study. The initial invitation described the purpose of the survey, benefits to participation, time 
required, and risks to participation. Following the first email invitation, a reminder email was 
sent out to all-staff once a week, each decreasing in formality. The survey was closed on 
October 6th after a total of four emails were sent to staff in the three aforementioned listservs.  

The survey had 41 respondents out of 115 regular full-time and part-time staff, resulting in a 
36% response rate. The total breakdown of respondents is found below in Table 2 (Position of 
Respondents and Actual Staff Count) and Table 3 (Tenure of Respondents). No other 
demographic information was gathered regarding the respondents. Given the size of the 
organization, collecting additional demographic data related to the participants could decrease 
my ability to protect participants’ anonymity. As noted in Table 2, the respondents represent a 
cross-section of the service. Programs Managers and Team Leaders had high participation 
relative to their actual presence in the service, whereas Settlement Counsellors had the lowest 
participation. This difference can likely be attributed to managers’ understanding of evaluation 
and its significance, whereas frontline staff have busy schedules due to dealing directly with 
clients day-to-day. Furthermore, lack of participation by frontline staff could also contribute to 
the perception that evaluation has less to do with their day-to-day functions, compared to 
management functions. The survey also had a 15% dropout rate; the demographic and 
individual factors sections had 41 participants, whereas the evaluation capacity outcomes 
section had between 36 and 35 respondents per question.  

 
Table 2.  Position of Respondents and Actual Staff Count 

Position Respondent 
Count 

Respondent 
Percentage 

Actual Staff 
Count  

Actual Staff 
Percentage 

Program Manager / Senior Leadership 5 12% 9 8% 

Team Leader 9 22% 10 9% 

Program / Project / Volunteer Coordinator 7 17% 17 15% 

Settlement Counsellor 8 20% 40 35% 

Language Assessor 3 7% 11 10% 

Program Assistant 2 5% 3 3% 

Other Support Staff 7 17% 25 22% 

Total 41 100% 115 100% 

 

Table 3. Tenure with Agency of Respondents 

Tenure with Agency Respondent Count Respondent Percentage 

Less than 1 year 0 0% 
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2 - 5 years 16 39% 

5 - 10 years 9 22% 

10 - 15 years 13 31% 

More than 16 years 3 7% 

Total 41 100% 

 
3.2.2 SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS 

After the survey concluded, a selection of staff were invited by email to participate in small 
group discussions with their peers. I emailed all of the participants privately and described the 
purpose of the small group discussions, time commitment, and format. The email also included 
the participant consent form to ensure that participants were aware of the voluntary nature of 
the study, how their confidentiality would be protected, and potential benefits and risks of the 
study.  

The sample can be categorized as an expert or purposeful sample, because all of the staff 
invited either have experience evaluating their own programs or are known by the researcher 
to have attended evaluation training or capacity building opportunities (Frey, 2018, Patton, 
1999). Furthermore, the selection of participants was influenced by the survey results as 
Program Managers, Team Leaders and Program Coordinators all had the highest representation 
in the survey relative to their actual presence in the agency. The small group discussions were 
intended to better understand staff perceptions of individual, organizational and 
mainstreaming factors related to evaluation, so it was imperative to invite staff who had some 
understanding of evaluation concepts to facilitate discussion.  

The small group discussions were organized into three groups: Coordinators, Team Leaders and 
Program Managers. The groups were organized based on position to ensure participants were 
not participating in the discussions with their direct supervisor in an effort to reduce power 
differentials between participants. Thirteen staff agreed to participate in the small group 
discussions remotely on Microsoft Teams during the last week of October. The breakdown of 
participants in the small group discussions can be viewed in Table 4. The following programs 
were represented at least once in the three discussions: Intercultural Education, Family 
Wellness and Community Enhancement Program, Orientation and LINC Outreach, Volunteer 
Programs, Language Assessment, Newcomer Settlement Program, Community Support Services 
Program, Refugee Health Promotion and the Resettlement Assistance Program. Some 
participants represented multiple programs, either by currently working in the program or 
during their tenure with the Service. Similar to the survey, no other demographic information 
related to the participants will be shared in an effort to protect the confidential nature of the 
study.  

 
Table 4. Position of Small Group Discussion Participants 
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Position of Participants Count 

Program Manager  3 

Team Leader 5 

Program / Project / Volunteer Coordinator 51 

Total 13 

 
The small group discussions followed this agenda:  

 
1. Review of the consent form, including the voluntary  and confidential nature of the 

study; 
2. Introduction of the principal researcher’s interest in pursuing the research and the 

purpose of the study;  
3. Definition of evaluation, as an organizational practice and cultural orientation;  
4. Introduction of participants, their experience and knowledge of evaluation, and how 

their program is evaluated;  
5. Description and purpose of the ECAI;  
6. Presentation of the ECAI results at ISS; and,  
7. Facilitated group discussion.  

 
Items number six and seven in the list above happened simultaneously in that the ECAI findings 
were presented in stages. Participants were presented the survey results, grouped according to 
three dimensions that structured the survey: 1) Individual Factors, including awareness, 
motivation and competence; 2) Organizational Factors, such as leadership, learning climate and 
organizational resources; and 3) Evaluation Capacity Outcomes, namely integrating evaluation 
practices into everyday activities. I also explained the scale of the survey and how the scores 
were averaged to create an overall score out of four for each statement. A discussion with 
participants took place following the presentation of results for each subfactor. At this point, 
participants were asked if the results were similar to their experience, if the results surprised 
them, and if they had any thoughts related to the results (Sample Slide in Appendix 3). The 
process was repeated for each sub-factor. Once the survey results concluded, the discussion 
shifted to what ISS does well in terms of evaluation, what could be improved, activities that 
could grow evaluation capacity, and how data that is already collected could be better used for 
evaluation purposes, including outcome measurement, strategic planning, and organizational 
learning. All three of the small group discussions lasted two hours.  

Each of the discussions were video recorded on Microsoft Teams and transcribed. Participant 
confidentiality was protected starting at the transcription process, as participant names, 

                                                      
1 One Coordinator participated in the group discussion with Team Leaders due to scheduling availability, after it 

was determined that their direct supervisor would not be present in the discussion.  
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colleague’s names referenced by the participants, and program names, were all omitted from 
the original transcription.  

It is important to note that I am a colleague of the discussion participants. I actively participated 
in the discussions, particularly when the participants referred to my role in supporting the 
evaluation of their programs, such as conducting focus groups with their clients. As well, 
throughout the small group discussions I emphasized that the ECAI is an exploratory 
measurement tool. Explicitly, it is not intended to diagnose a specific evaluation capacity 
building intervention, but encourage the participants to reflect on their evaluation practices 
and perceptions and consider areas that they could build evaluation capacity. As such, I was 
situated in the discussions as a colleague and collaborator, rather than objective assessor of my 
colleagues’ practices and expertise.  

3.3 Data Analysis 

The survey results were analyzed first prior to conducting the small group discussion, following 
the logic of the sequential explanatory design (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2017). The survey 
results were shared during the group interviews to provide a starting point and catalyst for the 
discussions. The small group discussions provided an opportunity to explore and build on the 
key findings from the survey.  

3.3.1 SURVEY ANALYSIS 

The survey data was compiled and organized to show the mean and mode for each survey 
statement, focusing on the highest and lowest scoring statements within each sub-factor. Bar 
charts were created for each sub-factor to demonstrate the differences in scores for each 
statement within each sub-factor. The highest and lowest scoring items highlighted key themes 
within the data that was then presented in the small group discussions and used as a starting 
point in the conversation about evaluation capacity within the organization.  

3.3.2 SMALL DISCUSSION GROUP ANALYSIS 

The three small group discussions were recorded and transcribed. Each of the three 
transcriptions were read three times; first, a preliminary reading to become familiar with the 
data; second, they were read closely and notes were taken about significant points or highlights 
in the data; and lastly, they were read again to better understand how the data answered the 
research questions. The data was then arranged to address what the evaluation capacity of ISS 
is, including our ability to do and to use evaluation, and facilitators and barriers to evaluation 
capacity, which directly responds to the research objectives. 

3.3.3 INTEGRATING RESULTS 

The findings of both the ECAI survey and the small group discussions were then arranged in a 
table to better understand how both data sets either complimented or challenged one another. 
The idea for the table is taken from Creswell and Plano Clark (2017, p. 239) as a means to 
demonstrate the relationship between the two methods.  

3.3.4 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
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Lastly, the findings were then arranged into the conceptual framework graphic in the discussion 
and analysis section. The graphic provides a visual interpretation of the findings to enhance the 
accessibility of the findings for readers from the organization. The visual also provides a clearer 
interpretation of how the findings from the two methods could then bridge into 
recommendations for evaluation capacity building interventions for the organization.  

3.4 Ethical approval 

The project was reviewed and determined to have minimal risk of harm to participants.  The 
project proposal was submitted to the Human Research Ethics Board at the University of 
Victoria in the spring of 2020 and was formally approved on May 29, 2020.  

3.5 Research credibility and generalizability of results 

Credibility refers to the techniques and designs used by qualitative researchers to ensure the 
trustworthiness of their findings and in their capacity as researchers in absence of experimental 
designs (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Throughout the research process, I adopted various 
strategies to ensure high quality and credibility of the results. First, I used a validated evaluation 
capacity measurement tool for non-profit organizational contexts. The use of a validated tool 
implies that the use of the individual factors, organizational factors and evaluation capacity 
outcomes, and the corresponding statements attached to each factor in the survey were 
validated and found to be accurate measures of each construct.  

Lincoln and Guba (1985) note a number of techniques for promoting the credibility of 
qualitative findings, including: prolonged engagement, triangulation and member checking. 
They describe prolonged engagement as the commitment and investment of the researcher in 
learning the culture of an organization, its background and objectives, and building trust with 
members. I practiced prolonged engagement with the organization by nature of my 
employment at ISS over the past five years. I am an insider of the organization and therefore 
have lived experience and knowledge with the organization and in the sector, which provided a 
nuanced understanding of how evaluation is carried out and used in the organization and the 
distinct challenges the organization faces. I was also able to readily build trust and rapport with 
the small group discussion participants because I was among colleagues who I have worked 
with over the past five years. Furthermore, being an insider of the organization provided the 
opportunity to continually debrief the project and its findings with my colleagues, which Patton 
(2009) refers to as perspective triangulation and Lincoln and Guba (1985) refer to as peer 
debriefings.  

Triangulation refers to the use of numerous lines of evidence, data collection methods, 
perspectives and theories to answer the research question (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). In this 
project, the topic of evaluation capacity within the organization was explored in depth through 
a survey and small group discussions and then integrated in the analysis to understand how the 
findings from both methods either complimented or challenged each other, which provided an 
opportunity to triangulate different lines of evidence and methods. The use of both distinct 
methods compensates for the weaknesses present in either the survey or group discussions had 
they taken place in isolation. Throughout the research project, I also undertook perspective 
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triangulation (Patton, 2009) with colleagues, including conversations with colleagues over the 
past two years regarding the evaluation practices of ISS, during the literature review to assess 
whether certain topics were salient to the research, and again in the data analysis. 
Furthermore, in my current role I often attend evaluation webinars and learning opportunities 
specific to the newcomer serving sector in Alberta and across Canada. These learning 
opportunities have served as a less formal means to triangulate findings; the results of the 
literature review and the conceptual framework produced have been confirmed as valid 
constructs of organizational evaluation capacity in these supplementary learning opportunities.  

The third notable approach to establish credibility is through member checks, which are 
described by Lincoln and Guba (1985) as the process in which key stakeholders, for whom the 
study was undertaken, review the findings and assess their utility and applicability. I engaged 
with the client for this research throughout the project, including in debriefs about the 
literature review, data collection, and most recently to review the draft of this report. The client 
was able to review the drafted report in its entirety, including the findings and 
recommendations, and confirm their applicability and accuracy.  

Although my insider status in the organization is a strength, it also poses a limitation to the 
research. I had to ensure my colleagues understood the confidential and voluntary nature of 
the study and that their participation in the small group discussions were taking place within 
the context of academic research and not an informal conversation with their peers. As such, 
each participant signed a consent form that indicates how the discussion data will be used, 
including the precautions that will be taken to ensure each participant’s responses are 
confidential and that their anonymity is protected within the final report. Regardless, 
participants could have felt uncomfortable sharing their personal opinions about the limitations 
of our evaluation processes and speaking about evaluation capacity from a perspective of 
deficit in front of myself and their peers. 

An additional limitation is that the survey had a 36% response rate. A similar study carried out 
by Fierro and Christie (2017), which looked at manager perceptions of evaluation in American 
grantee programs of federally funded health agencies, had a 40% response rate. Despite having 
respondents across positions and tenure with the agency, there was a low response from 
frontline staff. The research process formally began during the COVID-19 pandemic. On March 
17, 2020, ISS shifted almost all of their services to remote delivery, which resulted in staff 
working from home and using new technology platforms, such as Office 365 and Microsoft 
Teams. Most staff have experienced a significant learning curve to using these new 
technologies, and have informally expressed being overwhelmed with the new technological 
aspects of their work, which subsequently could have negatively impacted the survey response 
rate as it was sent as a digital survey by staff email in September 2020 while many staff were 
still in the process of adjusting to the new work-from-home context.  

Another factor that impacts the study is that evaluation can be perceived as a technical process 
to which frontline staff have little connection or formal training in. Therefore, it is possible that 
many frontline staff self-selected not to participate in the survey, despite my emphasis on the 
organizational culture aspects of evaluation. Furthermore, staff who feel more comfortable 
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with the topic of evaluation may be over represented in the survey. Both of these factors could 
impact the validity of the survey findings.  

In addition, a considerable factor related to evaluation capacity is the technical capacity to do 
evaluation, financial resources to complete evaluation, staff having the time to dedicate to 
evaluative activities, and physical documents used in evaluation, such as program logic models 
and evaluation methods, including paper surveys, among others. This information could be 
gathered by looking at the educational profiles of staff in Human Resource documents, actual 
budget to complete evaluation, the workload of staff, such as the actual time contributed to 
data collection and evaluative activities, and analysis of program documents related to 
evaluation. However, this study specifically explores staff perceptions, opinions and 
experiences with evaluation, through both the Evaluation Capacity Assessment Instrument and 
the small group discussions. These additional aspects of evaluation capacity within the 
organization could be explored in further study, which would enrich the context of the study. 

Lastly, this research is carried out within a specific context in an organization. The project has 
not sought to produce generalizable findings across all nonprofits, but rather to understand 
evaluation capacity within ISS as a specific context. As stated by Lincoln and Guba (1985), the 
responsibility of the researcher lies with making their research context known, but it is the 
responsibility of the report user to determine whether the findings are applicable to their 
context. As a result, the findings and recommendations from this project may provide insight to 
similar organizations, such as other IRCC-funded immigrant serving organizations of similar size 
and overall capacity, but should not be approached as generalizable findings across varied 
organizations. Elements such as the conceptual framework and the data version in section 5.1 
may be elements that could be used in different contexts when replicating such a study. 
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4.0 Findings 

4.1 Introduction 

The survey data was exported from Survey Monkey and organized into a table to group the 
ratings for each factor, including the average and mode for each statement, as seen in 
Appendix 2. 

4.2 Evaluation Capacity Assessment Instrument 

4.2.1  INDIVIDUAL FACTORS 

The individual factors include the sub-factors of awareness, motivation and competency. 
Overall, motivation and awareness had higher response averages than competency. Motivation 
scored 3.59, awareness scored 3.31, followed by competency at 3.06. The motivation 
statements also had the least variance between statement scores compared to awareness and 
competency, although there were only four motivation statements compared to 12 
competency statements. Motivation statements have a variance of 0.21 between the highest 
and lowest rated statements whereas awareness had a variance of 1.29 and competency of 
1.34. The variance in scores between the individual sub-factors could support that staff have 
less understanding of the varied uses and applications of evaluation practice and also have 
varied competencies for evaluation, but are interested and motivated to learn more about it.  

Participants rated the following awareness statements the highest: Q1) awareness that 
evaluation will help to better understand programs (3.66) and Q2) will inform changes to 
service delivery practices (3.68). On the contrary, participants rated the following awareness 
statements lower: Q7) perception that evaluation is unnecessary because staff already know 
what is best for their clients (2.49) and Q8) evaluation is too complex for frontline staff to do 
(2.39)2. These results could indicate that staff perceive evaluation as being important to their 
work but is too difficult or labour intensive for themselves to do.  

Figure 2. Bar Chart of Awareness Responses (n=41)  

                                                      
2 All negative statements had their scores inverted in the data analysis. Therefore, the actual score for Q7 

“Evaluation is unnecessary because we already know what is because for our clients” was 1.51, but was inverted 
resulting in a score of 2.49 to reflect the negative wording of the statement. Although there were higher levels of 
disagreement with the statement, it still scores lowest relative to other statements within the sub-factor.   
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As noted previously, the motivation statements were rated highly by participants, with Q11) 
motivation to participate in evaluation training opportunities scoring the highest (3.66).  

Figure 3. Bar Chart of Motivation Responses (n=41) 

 

Finally, the competency statements had the most variance in average ratings. Participants rated 
the following competency statements the highest: Q16) knowledge how to define program 
outcomes (3.32) and Q20) knowledge how to develop recommendations based on evaluation 
results (3.37). They rated the following competency statements the lowest: Q13) ability to 
develop an evaluation plan (2.78) and (Q22) ability to evaluate a program without support from 
others (2.02).  

Figure 4. Bar Chart of Competency Responses (n=41) 
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Overall, results from the Individual Factors section of the ECAI show that staff are aware of the 
benefits of evaluation, its potential positive impacts on the organization and their programs, 
and they are motivated to learn more about evaluation and support the evaluation of their 
programs. As the individual competency statements vary, there could be a benefit to focusing 
training opportunities on more technical aspects of evaluation, such as how to develop an 
evaluation plan for programs, determining appropriate methods and research questions to ask 
in an evaluation, and how to summarize evaluation findings in a report.  

4.2.2 ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS 

The organizational factors include the sub-factors of leadership, learning climate, and 
resources. All survey participants were asked to rate leadership and learning climate 
statements, whereas the resources statements were split into questions for all participants and 
questions for Team Leaders and Management only, given that some questions addressed 
financial resources and relationship with the funder. The leadership statements scored the 
highest with an average rating of 3.05, compared to learning climate at 2.91 and resources at 
2.98. Leadership also had the most agreement between statements with a difference between 
the highest and lowest scoring statements of 0.58, whereas the learning climate had a variance 
between statements of 1.33.  

The highest rated leadership statements include: Q25) program managers provide effective 
leadership (3.33) and Q28) managers share funder expectations openly with staff (3.18). The 
lowest ranking leadership statements, relative to other statements in the sub-factors, include: 
Q26) staff understand how everyone’s duties fit together with the overall mission of the service 
(2.90) and Q29) that managers share program documents, such as logic models, openly with 
staff (2.75). The sharing of program documents, including program and funder logic models, 
could be a straightforward intervention for staff not understanding how everyone’s duties fit 
together with the overall mission of the service.  

Figure 5. Bar Chart of Leadership Responses (n=41) 
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In terms of learning climate, staff rated Q37) perception that staff respect each other’s 
perspectives and opinions (3.30) and Q38) that errors lead to teachable moments rather than 
criticisms (3.20) the highest within the learning climate sub-factor. The lowest rated statements 
are Q39) staff are included in long term decision making (2.75) and Q40) staff concerns are 
mostly ignored in strategic planning and evaluation (1.98). Again, due to the negative phrasing 
of Q40, the final average was inverted. Overall, the results indicate that there is a positive 
learning culture at ISS that does not penalize staff for errors, but that staff could be further 
included in setting the longer term vision and strategy for the service.  

Figure 6. Bar Chart of Learning Climate Responses (n=40) 

 

Lastly, the resources provided to evaluate programs had the highest variance between 
responses. The highest rated statements were Q41) that resources are provided to facilitate 
client participation in evaluation (3.43) and Q43 and Q44) staff have access to technology to 
input data, including computerized databases (3.20). However, team leaders and managers 
rated resource statements related to funders the lowest, including Q46) the funder provides 
resources to conduct evaluation (2.73) and Q47) the funder provides leadership for conducting 
evaluation (2.38). The Q42 and Q45 statements also scored below three, indicating lack of time 
to complete evaluation and resources to provide further evaluation training. Therefore, access 
to technology is not a big issue for the service’s overall evaluation capacity, as was found in the 
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literature as a common issue for nonprofits. However, the biggest resource constraints as 
evidenced in the survey are financial resources to complete evaluation, such as hiring an 
internal evaluator, evaluation leadership and guidance from the funder, and the time required 
to carry out evaluation.  

Figure 7. Bar Chart of Resources 

Red bars represent all staff (n=40). Blue bars represent Team Leader and Management 
responses (n=15). 

 

Taken together, the responses demonstrate an overall confidence in the leadership of ISS, 
although staff have less understanding of how their duties fit together into the broader picture 
of the service. This issue could be addressed by sharing higher level program information, such 
as logic models and expected outcomes of funded programs at the federal level, openly with 
staff through internal learning opportunities. The responses to learning climate and resources 
for evaluation had more variance in ratings between statements. Particularly, team leaders and 
managers rated statements related to funder guidance and resources for evaluation the lowest, 
which could then be connected to the overall learning climate. Given that the federal funder 
supports approximately 80% of all funding at ISS, it can be posited that their lack of guidance 
and provision of resources for evaluation heavily impacts the culture of evaluation at ISS and 
subsequent learning climate.  

4.2.3 EVALUATION CAPACITY OUTCOMES 

The Evaluation Capacity Outcomes factor includes organizational mainstreaming of evaluation 
and use of evaluation findings. The highest rated statements include: Q51) staff have access to 
information they need to make decisions regarding their work (3.22). The lowest rated include 
Q50) having records of past evaluations that staff have access to (2.92). Therefore, although 
staff may not have access to evaluative data regarding their programs, they feel informed 
enough to make decisions about their clients and programs, which complements the response 
for Q7 in that staff feel they may already know what is best for their clients regardless of 
evaluations taking place. There was a fairly positive response to Q52) staff having the ability to 
integrate evaluative activities into their daily work (3.06), which contrasts with the previous 
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score for resources and staff having a lowest response to statements regarding time to 
complete evaluative activities. 

Figure 8. Bar Chart of Mainstreaming (n=37) 

 

There was greater variance in responses for uses for evaluation. Not surprisingly, respondents 
rated Q53) using evaluation to report to funders (3.17) the highest, followed by using 
evaluation to Q57) assess quality of programs (3.00) and Q59) make decisions (3.00). The 
lowest ranking uses were Q60) using evaluation to train staff (2.68) and Q62) to eliminate 
unneeded programs or services (2.43). Similar to the responses for leadership and resources, 
the findings indicate that the majority of evaluative activities at ISS are dependent on and 
driven by the funder, rather than internal learning.  

Figure 9. Bar Chart of Use of Findings (n=36) 

 

4.2.4 OPEN ENDED QUESTION 

The survey concluded with an open-ended question that only garnered six responses, including: 
the need to increase resources to complete program evaluations, including for evaluation 
training and having an internal staff evaluator; communicating evaluative information more 
openly among staff and clients; and, the challenge of completing evaluations with clients.  
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4.3  Small Group Discussions 

Three small group discussions were held with Coordinators, Team Leaders, and Program 
Managers. The findings from the discussions were separated into four key themes: how the 
organization is currently doing evaluation, how they are using evaluation, barriers to 
evaluation, and facilitators to evaluation. The differences between the perceptions of 
evaluation among the different groups is also notable and will also be discussed throughout the 
four subsections.  

4.3.1 DOING EVALUATION 

The evaluative activities, or methods used, in ISS programs include surveys, pre/post surveys, 
and client follow-ups by phone and in-person, focus groups and interviews. Internal evaluation 
activities carried out by staff include paper and digital client surveys, client follow-ups by phone 
and in-person, and client focus groups. External evaluation activities carried out by contracted 
evaluators have included client surveys and individual interviews. In one instance described by 
a participant, a graduate student completed their thesis at the organization by evaluating an 
outdoor wellness program. They used a mix of qualitative methods, including interviews and 
photovoice. The final report was used for further program development, internal and external 
justification for the program and presentations at conferences. It was perceived by the 
participants that this evaluation was more meaningful because it collected first-hand accounts 
from clients of program impacts rather than “sterile” survey data. 

Table 5. Inventory of Current Evaluation Methods 

Program3 Method Participants Use of Data 

Family Wellness and 
Community Enhancement 
Program (ended September 
30, 2020) 

Contracted third-party 
evaluator, post-evaluation 
(digital), one-on-one 
interviews 

Clients External accountability 
(funder), knowledge sharing 
with staff 

Intercultural Education (Staff 
Training) 

Post-evaluation (paper) Staff  Internal accountability (West 
Office), program improvement 

Intercultural Education 
(Parenting in 2 Cultures, 
Managing Anger, Raising 
Teenagers)  

Pre/post evaluation (paper) Clients External accountability 
(funder), program 
improvement 

Language Assessment, 
Referral and Counselling 
Centre (LARCC) 

Post-evaluation, follow-ups 
(in-person or by phone), 
focus groups 

Clients Accountability (funder), 
program improvement, 
internal program meetings and 
updates 

LINC Outreach Post-evaluation (paper), 
thank-you cards from clients 

Clients, LINC Teachers Program improvement 

Newcomer Settlement Post-evaluation (paper and Clients Accountability (funder), 

                                                      
3 The Resettlement Assistance Program was present in a small group discussion, but did not outline their current 

evaluation practice during the introduction so their current practices are not listed in the table.  
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Program digital), bi-annual focus 
groups 

program improvement 

Orientation Post-evaluation (paper), 
focus groups 

Clients External accountability 
(funder), program 
improvement 

Volunteer Programs Post-evaluation (paper), bi-
annual focus groups, in 
process of developing digital 
pre/post evaluation 

Clients, Volunteers External accountability 
(funder), program 
improvement 

One notable finding is that some participants named and explored various methods to collect 
data about their programs and tended to equate data collection methods with evaluation. 
However, these methods are used to collect lines of evidence about programs, but not to 
systematically test effectiveness of the programs in achieving their intended outcomes or to 
explore implementation strategies. It may be worthwhile to begin evaluation capacity building 
efforts on supporting staff to distinguish the difference between data collection methods and 
program evaluation. This process could be undertaken by: working with the staff of one 
program to look at a small sample of surveys that have already been collected; compiling the 
data into an easily analyzable format, such a spreadsheet; analyzing the data according to the 
established program outcome; and, reporting the findings at a team meeting.  

4.3.2 USING EVALUATION 

Participants of all groups expressed that data gathered through various methods, such as 
surveys or focus groups, are typically used for internal and funder accountability in reports. One 
coordinator mentioned that there is often a push from management to distribute client surveys 
prior to a report being due, but that there is little follow-up or use of the survey data after the 
report has been submitted. Another participant mentioned that focus group data is used in 
narrative reports, stating that quotes from a focus group transcript will be extracted and placed 
into a report if it addresses a contract outcome, but there is little other use of the data. Two 
coordinators expressed that their clients regularly participate in focus groups, but that they do 
not know how the information is used. One coordinator expressed that they do receive the 
results of the focus groups conducted with their clients and that the information is used to 
improve their program. The others were surprised because they had never heard feedback 
from the focus groups and to their knowledge, no changes have been made to their programs 
as a result. Participant quotes that reference use include:  

● “I think evaluations are used in a very informal way and only in the short term – the 
monthly report. I need a story right now, I need something right now, I need to evaluate 
right now! Let’s look at what happened last month and if there is something I can use. 
It’s not to make changes in the program long term.” 

● “And where does the information go? In the focus groups.... I saved the decent quotes 
and put them in a report. Saved in the Ldrive, and that’s it. Even with my program, there 
were two questions that were used and the rest was fluff. If you get a decent quote, you 
put it on a brochure.” 
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At the Coordinator and Team Leader level, it was expressed that paper surveys were developed 
by individual staff within their program and used for program improvement purposes and 
better understanding client needs. In terms of group programs, Coordinators and Team Leaders 
said that they prefer evaluations that ask clients what topics they would like to learn more 
about, rather than asking for critical feedback because it can be culturally and linguistically 
challenging for clients to express. Group-based programs have taken it on themselves to 
distribute paper surveys for program improvement and finding new topics for group orientation 
sessions. However, three of these staff noted that they collected this information for their own 
purposes and that the data was never compiled in a digital record, presented to their team or 
management, and that it served the purpose of generating new topics for presentations. In 
order words, many programs use various methods to collect data about their programs but do 
not carry out other steps of program evaluation, such as systematically analyzing data, 
summarizing and reporting findings. Another coordinator mentioned that they developed a 
client follow-up process to check-in on client progress but that other teams did not know of the 
practice and the information was never used for any other purpose. 

The Language and Vocational Assessment program participated in a long-term outcome 
measurement project with their provincial funder, which was led by an external evaluator. The 
project led to increased use and mainstreaming of evaluation into the program’s day-to-day 
practices. The program developed a new tool for collecting intermediate outcomes that was 
incorporated into frontline staff’s day-to-day responsibilities. The information gathered was 
then used to secure resources during a period of funding cuts across the province. 
Furthermore, evaluation became a standing agenda item during the program’s team meetings 
to create buy-in for the new practice with frontline staff, communicate the importance of the 
new practice and support staff exchange and learning about evaluation. The discussion 
participants from this program provided an example of evaluation being mainstreamed into 
day-to-day activities, such as team meetings, and use of the data for accountability and funding, 
capacity building and organizational learning.  

4.3.3 BARRIERS TO EVALUATION 

The barriers to evaluation include the nature of working with newcomer participants, including 
language, culture and power differentials between staff and participants; funder leadership and 
guidance for evaluation and the subsequent learning climate; resources for evaluation, such as 
time and evaluation staff; and, challenges to mainstreaming evaluation as a result of leadership 
and resource constraints.  

PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS 

Participants across the three groups perceived that the surveys and focus group methods 
currently carried out were inaccurate, lacked integrity, or were not useful due to language and 
literacy levels of clients, cultural barriers, and power dynamics between clients and staff. 
Participants made the following comments related to language barriers: 

● “We have our programs directly with immigrants, newcomers, refugees, and the 
evaluation depends on the literacy level of the person. We have a standard evaluation 
that I don’t think works for every single person… I think the evaluation only works with 
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people who have a specific level of literacy and they are able to understand our 
questions. Language is a really big issue in our evaluation. When language is a big issue 
they are not able to answer our questions and they have very short answers. They just 
give a very very short answer and they have the tendency to copy one another, pre-
Covid times. “What did you say? You said it was good? It works? Yes it works!” It 
becomes something that we cannot use.” 

● “To get around the literacy portion, we do it with more advanced clients, CLB 3 and 
higher, but we don’t ask true beginners to take part in the survey because like [the 
other participant] said, it’s just not effective.” 

Participants expressed that, although interpretation and translation is often provided for 
clients, the agency relies on internal staff support workers to interpret focus groups or translate 
surveys. Therefore, two participants noted that it is difficult to record meaningful feedback or 
measure program outcomes because clients’ responses are mediated or filtered through staff. 

Through the small group discussion process, participants reflected on the cultural aspects of 
evaluation and how the process of completing surveys or participating in focus groups may be 
strange or uncomfortable for clients. Participants commented about how culture impacts 
evaluation efforts:  

● “But in other cultures the response is extreme “No I hated it, I didn’t learn anything” or 
“Yes, this was the most fantastic thing in the world, you were perfect, everything is 
perfect” so it’s hard to make the feedback beneficial.” 

● “And with the newcomers it becomes an awkward scenario, after building trust, putting 
a piece of paper in front of them and having to explain it. Frontline workers don’t have 
time, find it awkward and all of the above. Clients are typically thankful for receiving 
services and participating in programs. They just want to be thankful and don’t want to 
say something critical. In my program, we’d have to keep saying no really it’s useful for 
us to know. But they’ll never give you the truth, they’re too thankful, and have a 
different sense of respect when it comes to engaging and participating in this kind of 
thing. And [evaluation] is not a part of many newcomers’ cultures in my experience.” 

Finally, participants discussed power differentials between staff and clients as a barrier to 
evaluation: 

● “When clients attend [my program], they’ve only been in the country for a month, so 
everything is brand new including us. We have this intimidation, there is a hierarchy feel 
and they don’t know exactly who we are and our relationship to the government and 
what they should do. So they’re more keen on copying each other and not being honest 
in their evaluation.” 

● “And then you have the cultural aspect “you want me to evaluate?” because they don’t 
feel they’re in a position of power to be honest.” 

● “In our programs, some of our clients are sent by the court or judge to attend. So they 
don’t want to say anything. We try to tell them it’s a safe space, we’re not the 
government, but they’re involved because of child abuse and issues with their children. 
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So they will never say anything that is critical. Because they think we have a power we 
don’t have and they are afraid of the system.” 

● “There is certainly a hierarchy because the client would perceive that we would take 
away services or provide lesser services if they didn’t answer correctly. But it’s hard to 
get over that, especially for clients with lower education or cultures with strict 
hierarchy.” 

Participants questioned whether it was possible to reduce power differentials sufficiently to 
accurately measure the outcome of their work and to receive feedback for how to improve 
services. Taken together, language, culture and issues of power between clients and staff 
present a significant challenge to gathering both summative and formative program data from 
clients and subsequently evaluating services.  

LEADERSHIP AND LEARNING CLIMATE 

An additional barrier that was identified both explicitly and implicitly in the small group 
discussions is that evaluation is understood by staff at all levels as a mechanism of 
accountability towards funders. However, staff showed less understanding of the other benefits 
of evaluation, namely as a tool for learning, social innovation and engagement. Participants at 
the Coordinator and Team Leader level explored the organizational perception of evaluation as 
accountability and wondered how evaluation could be used to learn and grow within the 
organization, while the conversation among Managers mostly framed evaluation more 
exclusively for accountability. One participant noted that the message passed down from 
management is that the questions of highest importance in surveys and focus groups are those 
that relate explicitly to federal outcomes: 

● “They were 5 – 10 questions and we were told that only 2 of the questions were for the 
funder and the rest of them don’t really matter. And when I tried to pursue changing 
the survey, there was a lot of rigidity like “no we can’t change it! We’ve done it that way 
forever” but we’re only using two of the questions.” 

The Coordinators particularly discussed the other benefits to evaluation and that the 
organization tends to focus on accountability, but that they have the motivation to pursue 
evaluation that supports improvement and program development, both of which would benefit 
clients. One Team Leader spoke about how evaluation could better meet the needs and 
interests of both staff and funders and that the challenge is “finding the happy medium.”  

All three participant groups discussed how the relationship with funders impacts evaluation, 
long term planning and the culture of evaluation within the service. Many participants also 
discussed the challenging funding climate of their work and how that impacts program 
evaluation. One Team Leader noted the difficulty in implementing evaluation and evidence-
based decision making and strategic planning in a volatile funding climate, particularly for 
programs with short-term contracts. At the Management level, there was discussion about the 
lack of clarity from the federal funder about evaluation expectations and scope, articulated in 
the following comment: 
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● “So maybe there should be a bigger conversation about how each particular service, or 
how an outcome can be revisited or revised, based on what my service is doing to make 
a difference in someone’s life. The outcomes are very broad and big and any service in 
the end can be contributed to the ultimate client success or lack thereof. There should 
be more conversations about more realistic outcomes that my service can report on 
without [IRCC] asking “how do I know it’s your service that made an impact?” because 
that’s what it boils down to. If we report on what they ask us to report on, they then 
respond “well how do we know it’s your service that caused that?” And it’s probably a 
combination of multiple services, so maybe we need to make it more specific.” 

This participant touches on the fact that the IRCC defines the outcomes for the programs they 
fund, yet the outcomes they provide are broad and can be attributed to a multitude of factors 
in the client’s life. Therefore, the participant questioned what the role and responsibility is of 
the federal funder in adjusting outcomes so that they are more feasible and realistic for 
individual agencies to measure.  

RESOURCES 

The two resources that came up across the three participant groups were lack of time and a 
lack of staff or internal department specifically dedicated to evaluation. Each of the three 
participant groups discussed the real or perceived lack of time to carry out evaluation due to 
the urgent nature of frontline work, a culture of busyness and that evaluation is not prioritized 
as a result. Participant comments on the topic of time include: 

● “The logic model and evaluation was put on top of a system already running, so it 
seemed like extra work. Same with Settlement Counsellors. It seems like extra work. In 
the nonprofit sector we’re always in over our head. And staff just don’t have the time. 
Getting the survey we need for our reporting is super hard.” 

● “We have a culture of busy-ness and evaluation is used to prove that we are busy. It’s 
not a tool that is incorporated in the culture because we instinctively want to prove that 
we are busier than anyone, and I think we have our blinders on. We want to feel busy 
and want to focus on where we’re comfortable.” 

Participants discussed time as a real barrier in that many programs work with clients in crisis on 
a daily basis who have urgent needs that must be met. As a result, current evaluation tools 
become an additional administrative burden on frontline staff, such as completing a paper 
survey with clients or inviting clients to a focus group. However, participants also discussed 
time as a perceived barrier because staff’s desire to appear busy, possibly due to fears around 
job security in an unstable funding climate. Furthermore, participants cited that they are 
carrying out tasks in their day-to-day work that they find meaningful, such as checking-in with 
clients and completing informal follow-ups, which could be shifted to being dual-purpose for 
evaluation. However, because these tasks were not specifically requested by management they 
were not perceived as evaluation. Furthermore, these comments reveal that staff have the time 
to complete the tasks they find meaningful and add value to their work, but perceive evaluation 
that is disconnected from their work and what they find meaningful as a burden on their time.  
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Team Leaders and Program Managers discussed the lack of an evaluation department, which 
impacts evaluation follow-through, knowledge sharing, mainstreaming, and the ability to make 
evaluation more meaningful in the organization. Their comments include: 

● “But the real evaluation of everything and writing an evaluation report never happened. 
There was no time. We look at it but not in the bigger picture. And I think it would be 
helpful to have someone take on evaluation in the agency to do that.” 

● “I think the way to solve the frontline competence piece is to really offer support and 
assistance with a designated staff from within to help with that. So that our excellent 
staff doing really important work don’t get overwhelmed but it contributes to their 
success and continued funding.” 

● “I think there should be a team, even two people. It’s a complex and time consuming 
topic, interesting, useful for every piece of our work. Even to show to the volunteers the 
impact of their work, thanks to an evaluation or as a survey or a focus group. For simple 
things, to get what we want from the community: volunteers, funding, grants, to 
improve our services and what needs to change and improve. It’s not a job you can do 
half day a week. There are a lot of things to analyze and we’ve grown so much in the last 
few years. It’s a job for two people, if we want to do something good.” 

Furthermore, participant comments regarding time and an internal evaluator show how these 
two issues of resources intersect because more meaningful evaluation requires significant time, 
which could be filled by an additional position or research team.  

4.3.4 FACILITATORS TO EVALUATION 

There are a number of strengths within the organization related to evaluation, as evidenced in 
the small group discussions, including: a breadth of evaluation practices; knowledge, 
experience and training in evaluation; and, staff who are pursuing evaluative activities in their 
own time for the purpose of learning and improvement. 

BREADTH OF METHODS 

As highlighted in Section 4.3.1 Doing Evaluation, ISS uses a breadth of data collection methods, 
including individual program surveys, focus groups, client follow-ups, and interviews that 
encompass aspects of both summative and formative evaluation. As evidenced by the 
discussion participants, the organization has experience gathering data for accountability and 
improvement purposes. Some participants also were able to distinguish how specific questions 
related to measuring outcomes as defined by a funder and those that were for internal 
improvement purposes. Furthermore, some participants spoke of supporting external 
evaluators to evaluate their programs, which brought additional evaluative practices and 
knowledge into the agency. One participant who had worked with an external evaluator 
discussed their interest in pursuing more creative evaluative practices, such as photovoice, as a 
means to engage low language and literacy clients.  

EVALUATION TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE 

All three groups discussed their knowledge and training in evaluation, both formal and 
informal, and how their programs are currently evaluated. The Coordinators all had experience 
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distributing surveys to their clients, inviting clients to participate in focus groups and interviews 
for evaluation purposes and one had attended a formal evaluation training session through the 
organization. All participants at the Team Leader and Program Management level had attended 
training on evaluation and outcome measurement, including one who had taken a graduate 
course in project implementation and evaluation and the majority had attended short seminars 
on outcome measurement for social service providers. The recency of training for leadership 
staff ranged from some participants being currently enrolled in an outcome measurement 
course remotely, a couple who had taken training in the last two years, and others who had 
taken an outcome measurement training more than ten years ago. Two Team Leaders had cited 
that they either received training or participated in a long-term evaluation project as required 
by a provincial funder. 

PARTICIPANTS EVALUATING PROGRAMS INFORMALLY 

Lastly, as was discussed in the previous section, participants described their own means of 
obtaining information about their clients for program improvement and learning, but they did 
not necessarily equate this practice with evaluation. Despite participants not considering these 
practices formally as evaluation, they still signal that participants are interested in gathering 
meaningful data that will enrich their work and ultimately benefit clients. The comments 
include the following: 

● “I personally as a facilitator, in developing the sessions, I made slides every day about 
resources in the community. It resonated with me as a facilitator. It didn’t come from an 
evaluation or following trends over a period of time. It came because I saw it and I saw it 
as a need and I decided personally to do it. There is no database supporting the 
decision.”  

● “Things are often self-driven for surveys. Even in [program], we would do six month 
follow-ups... And no one else knows that this work is happening outside our team, 
which speaks to the siloed nature of our work. We have such great skills across the 
board. It would be great to have someone overseeing it and also having a mechanism to 
share the information with other staff.” 

Therefore, the challenge is to find a means of balancing accountability demands and the 
interests and motivations of staff and information that will enrich their work with clients.   

4.4 Integration of the Methods 

The ECAI survey provided an opportunity to measure evaluation capacity at ISS in the context of 
individual factors, organizational factors and evaluation capacity outcomes. The small group 
discussions allowed for further exploration into the overall scores from the ECAI by sub factor 
and contextualizing the scores from the participants’ perspectives and understanding of 
evaluation capacity and practices at ISS. Table 6 integrates findings from the ECAI with 
corresponding findings from the small group discussions in an effort to integrate the results 
from both methods (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2017, p. 239). 

Table 6. Joint Display of ECAI and Small Group Discussion Findings 
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ECAI Scores Small Group Discussion Major Findings 

Individual Factors 

Awareness (3.31) ● Strong agreement among participants of the importance 
of evaluation, particularly for accountability and 
improvement purposes. 

Motivation (3.59) ● Interest in learning more about evaluation and 
integrating evaluation and outcome measurement 
practices across ISS programs. 

● Interest in learning new ways that evaluation could 
benefit ISS and ultimately service delivery and client 
outcomes. 

● Interest in learning more about evaluation for learning 
and development purposes and approaches that are 
language and culturally accessible to clients, such as 
creative approaches. 

Competency (3.06) ● Most participants had a mix of formal and informal 
experience evaluating their programs and taking 
evaluation related training, although training ranged in 
recency from current enrollment to ten years ago.  

● Mention of inability, either due to time or competency, 
to systematically analyze data that is already being 
collected. 

Organizational Factors 

Leadership (3.05) ● General confidence in the leadership provided by upper 
management. 

● Perception that communication from management 
related to evaluation is heavily focused on accountability 
and less for internal learning.  

● Coordinators and Team Leaders experience evaluation 
activities as disjointed due to big pushes in evaluation 
data at reporting periods and little other communicated 
uses for information outside of reporting cycles. 

● Sense of separation and siloes between programs. 

Learning Climate (2.91) ● Respect for others and ability to share knowledge and 
experience with colleagues. 

● Expressed culture of compliance with funder and 
accountability expectations - discussions at all three 
levels focused on compliance with funder expectations, 
which is at odds with a climate of learning and 
experimentation.  
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Resources (2.98) ● Real and/or perceived lack of time to complete 
evaluation, analyze data and relay findings to staff.  

● Lack of internal evaluation staff, department or 
committee, which could create cohesion among 
evaluation efforts across programs. 

● Lack of resources, leadership and guidance from the 
major funder related to evaluation and outcome 
measurement expectations and practices. 

Evaluation Capacity Outcomes 

Mainstreaming (3.09) ● One example of evaluation mainstreaming into team 
meetings and the daily work practices of a program. 

● Evaluation expressed as a requirement at reporting 
periods but not integrated into day-to-day practices for 
the majority of participants.  

Use of Findings (2.88) ● Current program data collected is used predominantly for 
internal and external accountability in written reports 
and program improvement. 

● Minimal mention of uses of evaluation for learning, staff 
engagement, or longer term planning. 

The ECAI and small group discussion findings show complementary results. The organization 
has a solid foundation of data collection methods across programs, could benefit from 
strengthening and updating evaluation competencies, and there is an interest in such 
opportunities. However, the primary barrier to evaluation capacity is that evaluation is 
practiced as a compliance with accountability requirements, rather than as a learning, 
engagement and strategic function, which was evident in the survey but especially highlighted 
in the small group discussions. The evaluative activities at ISS are heavily impacted by funder 
relationships, which limits its use within the organization. Although a breadth of data is 
collected across programs, the data has a short lifespan when it is used singularly for reporting 
and accountability functions. The short life span of data and its limited use negatively impacts 
frontline staff’s commitment to evaluation, such as lack of time in their day to dedicate to 
evaluation because of its limited applicability to their day-to-day work. Essentially, evaluation 
capacity outcomes, such as evaluation use and mainstreaming, are limited because 
organizational resources for evaluation are lacking. Resources for evaluation include both 
financial resources and leadership and guidance for evaluation from funders.  

The organization could benefit from experimenting with new approaches to evaluation, such as 
collaborative approaches to evaluation, that involve frontline staff in the evaluation cycle, 
including in the following processes: defining internal outcomes that are not dictated by the 
funder; determining how and from whom the data will be collected; analyzing and reporting 
results to colleagues; and, collaboratively determining how the results will be used. 
Collaborative approaches to evaluation projects could increase frontline competencies in 
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evaluation, support internal learning about evaluation, and increase the likelihood the 
evaluation is meaningful and will be used. Furthermore, participating in such an initiative could 
also foster relationships between staff of different programs and support greater 
understanding of how everyone’s duties fit together with the broader mission of the service, 
which was also identified as an area of improvement in the ECAI.  
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5.0 Discussion and Analysis 
The discussion and analysis in this section will return to the research objectives and questions 
presented in section 1: understanding the evaluation capacity at ISS, better understanding 
frontline staff, Team Leaders and Program Managers’ experience with evaluation and exploring 
how the organization can develop a culture of evaluation. The discussion will be embedded 
within the conceptual framework presented, which was developed through a review of the 
literature on accountability, evaluation capacity and nonprofit evaluation practices.  

5.1 Evaluation Capacity at ISS 

The ECAI used for the quantitative phase of the research does not assign a specific degree of 
evaluation capacity based on the score achieved. Rather, evaluation capacity is explored 
through the factors of individual, organizational and evaluation capacity outcomes of the 
agency. These factors inform the organization’s ability to do and to use evaluation, which 
ultimately contribute to the organization’s culture of evaluation. Bourgeois and Cousins (2008) 
developed another tool for government agencies that places organizations at a stage of 
evaluation capacity based on an empirical assessment. In their tool, organizations can have 
exemplary, intermediate, developing or low capacity (p. 139). According to the findings of this 
project, the ISS has developing capacity for evaluation. The evaluations completed are at the 
individual program level, are mandated externally and primarily pursued and used for external 
accountability, there is not an evaluation team, and there are varying levels of technical 
evaluation capacity of individuals. Evaluation activities are pursued for individual programs and 
do not connect to the wider mission of the service or agency. However, evaluative activities are 
completed on a regular basis, there is a breadth of evaluative information collected and 
methods used, and information is used for accountability and improvement purposes.   

Figure 10 integrates the findings from the previous section into the conceptual framework 
provided in Section 1.4. The points in the figure below with a ‘✓’ indicate a facilitator to 
evaluation capacity and those with a ‘-’ indicate a barrier to evaluation capacity and potential 
area of future focus for evaluation capacity building interventions. There are facilitators and 
barriers presented in each of the evaluation capacity factors, with the most significant barriers 
being presented in the organizational factors. The issues present in the organizational factors, 
such as lack of evaluation leadership, resources, and guidance from a major funder, limit the 
organization’s ability to prioritize and use evaluation for learning, engagement and growth, and 
subsequently develop a culture of evaluation. 

Figure 10. Evaluation Capacity at ISS within Conceptual Framework 
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5.1.1 INDIVIDUAL FACTORS 

Staff are aware of the benefits of evaluation and motivated to gather information that will 
benefit their clients. In some cases staff are carrying out evaluative activities, such as client 
follow-ups, informally because they want to know how their clients are doing and how to 
improve. Evaluative experience and competency is not necessarily a deficit at ISS, but there is a 
need to update skills and knowledge of evaluation, including understanding and utilizing 
additional approaches to evaluation. Evaluators should be flexible in various data collection 
methods and evaluation approaches in order to fit the program context as the appropriateness 
of methods and approaches is dependent on the context, nature and goals of a program or 
intervention (McDavid, Huse and Hawthorn, 2017). Furthermore, although one-off training in 
evaluation is attractive to management both in terms of time and financial resources, they are 
not necessarily effective in building long term evaluation capacity (Despard, 2016). Rather, 
agencies should undertake a variety of approaches to build individual capacity, including 
communities of practice, mentorship (Preskill and Boyle, 2008), and community collaboration, 
such as with fellow service providers and university-community partnerships (Bakken, Núñez, 
and Couture, 2014). According to Despard (2016) the most effective evaluation capacity 
building intervention is one-on-one technical assistance over several months, such as internal 
staff working alongside an experienced evaluator to develop and deliver an evaluation 
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plan. This type of evaluation capacity building intervention could greatly impact the individual 
competency for evaluation of a small number of staff. 

5.1.2 ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS 

LEADERSHIP 

The topic of evaluation for accountability was evident in both the ECAI and the small group 
discussions. In the ECAI, participants rated evaluation use for funders as the highest rated use 
statement, which was then reflected in the small group discussions across all three participant 
groups. Evaluation is primarily understood and communicated about in the organization as a 
tool of accountability to funders, although there is interest in pursuing evaluation for other 
purposes. The manner in which evaluation is described and communicated about impacts its 
quality and use. As reflected in the literature, focusing heavily on accountability and 
performance measures limits evaluative learning, inquiry, exploration and ultimately use 
(McDavid, Huse and Hawthorn, 2017; Cousins, 2019). In addition, focusing too heavily on 
accountability and performance measures is bad for morale and ultimately decreases staff 
motivation to comply with such measures (McDavid, Huse and Hawthorn, 2017). This point 
could be particularly pertinent for ISS, and is worth exploring more, as a workforce who largely 
are in humanitarian positions because of personal convictions, beliefs and desire to make a 
positive impact. Unfortunately, referencing funder accountability to incite compliance does not 
necessarily lead to performance measurement and evaluation buy-in from frontline staff, so 
other communication tools and vernacular should be employed that are meaningful to staff and 
speak to their motivation for working in the organization (Perez Jolles, Collins-Camargo, 
McBeath, Bunger and Chuang, 2017). The organization should develop ways of communicating 
evaluation objectives with staff that better balance accountability with learning, improvement 
and positive client outcomes, which is likely to connect more deeply with frontline workers 
(Liket, Rey-Garcia and Maas, 2014).  

Compliance and accountability are not inherently negative qualities of an organization. 
However, compliance and heavy focus on upward accountability to funders can have negative 
impacts on organizations when paired with funding dependency, because it puts nonprofits in a 
position to orient activities to maximize government contracting rather than focusing on the 
needs of clients and gaps in services experienced by communities. Ultimately, compliance and 
accountability are often placed above the organization’s desire to learn, adapt and socially 
innovate. From a leadership perspective, it might be worth considering if ISS is already 
sufficiently accountable to funders and at what point evaluative activities can shift to better 
balance the interests of multiple stakeholders, including funders, staff and clients (Chouinard, 
2013). As noted by Ebrahim (2016), stringent and ever-increasing accountability requirements 
placed on nonprofits, particularly those with funder relationships marked by financial 
dependence, can have negative impacts on an organization’s ability to achieve their social 
mission and build capacity. Therefore, the goal should not be to ignore contracting demands for 
accountability, but rather to equally prioritize accountability with organizational learning.  

LEARNING CLIMATE 
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There are currently little internal platforms for evaluative inquiry and information at ISS, which 
means that apart from reports to funders, there are few avenues to convey the results of 
evaluation activities and practice. These topics can be incorporated into staff meetings and 
regular presentations to increase staff knowledge of the purpose of these activities, and 
subsequently increase staff capacity for evidence-based thinking and practice. Another option is 
to incorporate evaluation and research conducted internally into regular staff development 
opportunities. Without such avenues, evaluative practice will continue to be disjointed and 
disconnected from frontline staff’s day-to-day operations and service delivery practices. 
Nonprofits tend to lose sight of evaluation and long-term planning as they meet the urgent 
demands of clients and funders (Gill, 2010), but the continual focus on urgent daily tasks 
challenges organizational capacity and can negatively impact the ability to enact long-term 
systems change. Evaluative practices and thinking provide opportunities for organizations to 
collect, analyze, and reflect on information related to their day-to-day work while also 
considering their next steps and how to make longer-term impacts on clients’ lives and 
communities. 

RESOURCES 

The issue of leadership and support for evaluation provided by a funder at ISS was prevalent in 
both of the ECAI statements related to resources for evaluation and in the small group 
discussions. In a report published by Broughton and Shields (2020), the issue of instrumental 
upward accountability, or contract management, is present across the immigrant settlement 
sector in Canada and is not isolated to the case study of ISS. According to their report, the 
federal government’s emphasis on instrumental accountability and contract management 
creates a culture of compliance and evaluative ‘box checking’ in funded agencies, which 
ultimately challenges service provider capacity, rather than building and enhancing it. The 
onerous requirements placed on agencies are found to detract from their missions of 
supporting the settlement of newcomers and, in the end, negatively impacts their ability to 
focus on meeting clients’ needs and supporting successful client outcomes. Broughton and 
Shields’s findings are reflective of the present case study of ISS, as an IRCC-funded settlement 
service provider, and demonstrates how a funder’s approach to evaluation and performance 
measures can trickle down to agency leadership and frontline staff’s understanding of 
evaluation and its use.  

One resource that is not included in the ECAI but was mentioned in the small group discussions 
is frontline staff. The ECAI includes staff knowledge and competency for evaluation in the 
individual factors, but in the context of ISS staff should be considered a resource for linguistic 
and cultural knowledge that can inform the improvement of evaluative practices. Currently, the 
funder is communicated as the primary stakeholder and consumer of evaluative information, 
which is demonstrated through interim and annual reports. However, frontline staff should be 
providing consultation on current practices to ensure they are accessible and applicable to the 
context of their clients and they should also be aware of how the information is used. The 
organization should be responsible for reporting back the results of an evaluation to frontline 
staff and closing evaluation feedback loops, as is done with funders, because they have a high 
interest and stake in the success of their programs (Gill, 2010). Not only should frontline staff 
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be included in developing methods and the collection of data, but they should be keenly aware 
of how the data is used and what the results of an evaluation of their program are. Increased 
involvement of the frontline staff of ISS in the evaluation process would increase relevance of 
data gathered, ownership and follow-through of the evaluation practices within the agency, 
and opportunity for internal learning about program and client context (Cousins, 2019).  

Another aspect of resources that was significant in both the ECAI and small group discussions 
was resources to facilitate client participation in evaluation, such as interpretation and 
translation. Participants in the ECAI indicated that resources are provided to facilitate client 
participation in evaluation, but the small group discussions lent additional context into the 
realities of interpreted and translated methods. In the small group discussions, participants 
stated that regardless of the interpretation being provided, they still did not feel like the 
information gathered was meaningful because of the cultural differences and power 
differentials between staff. The use of the mixed methods in this research provided an 
opportunity to delve into those themes, and draw attention to the need for the organization to 
explore more culturally responsive approaches to evaluation (Chouinard and Cram, 2020). In 
the context of ISS, a culturally responsive approach could include working with frontline staff 
who have lived experiences as newcomers, as mentioned above, to collaboratively develop 
evaluation tools that are appropriate to the language and cultural contexts of clients. 
Furthermore, frontline staff may be able to inform how the organization might address power 
differentials in the evaluation process, although it may not be possible to eliminate them 
(Cornwall and Jewkes, 1995).  

Lastly, as noted significantly in the small group discussions, ISS lacks a designated staff or 
department specifically for evaluation. A designated staff or team could support a number of 
the barriers to evaluation capacity that have been described prior, such as carrying out 
evaluation capacity building training and initiatives, supporting staff to strengthen evaluative 
practices, following through with data collection and analysis, reporting findings back to staff, 
and following-up on evaluation use. At ISS, the largest information bottleneck takes place after 
data has been collected. Large amounts of data are collected that staff then do not have the 
time of competency to systematically analyze, but this issue could be solved with a designated 
evaluation staff or department. Furthermore, culturally responsive and collaborative 
approaches (Chouinard and Cram, 2020; Cousins, 2019) aim to build the collective capacity of 
non-evaluators and increase evaluation use within organizations. However, these approaches 
still require a designated person to act as facilitator, guide or catalyst of the evaluation 
initiative. Additionally, a designated internal evaluator also ensures that data quality and 
evaluation integrity are being maintained despite using a collaborative approach with staff who 
are not trained in research or evaluation (Cousins, 2019; Fetterman, 2001).  

5.1.3 EVALUATION CAPACITY OUTCOMES 

Currently, the evaluative data ISS collects has a short lifespan, which ultimately means it is an 
expensive practice with little utility. As indicated in the small group discussions, qualitative 
data, such as collected in client focus groups, is used by pulling quotes to include in government 
reports. However, focus groups and other qualitative methods are expensive and labour 
intensive when considering the resources invested in collecting such information, mostly in the 
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form of paid staff time: frontline staff hours to call clients to invite them to participate; focus 
group facilitator hours; community support worker hours who provide interpretation; and, the 
hours to transcribe the focus groups. The use of quotes in a report, compared to systematically 
analyzing data according to a methodology and reporting findings, means that a large amount 
of paid staff time is being invested in a practice that has extremely limited use. This is not 
meant to imply that the practice should be ended and replaced with a more cost effective 
practice, but that if the paid hours are already being invested then they should be maximized 
through multiple uses, such as contributing to ongoing learning and development, staff 
engagement, and strategic planning.  

5.2 Culture of Evaluation 

As is evident in the conceptual framework, a culture of evaluation is the ultimate goal of 
building evaluation capacity. A culture of evaluation, as defined by Mayne (2008), is one that 
engages all staff in self-examination and reflection, uses evidence-based learning and practices, 
and promotes experimentation and innovation (p. 5). As discussed in the introduction, this 
classification of organizational culture is beneficial to nonprofits who operate in increasingly 
competitive fiscal environments and who deal with increasingly complex social issues. ISS 
experiences challenges to evaluation capacity that are barriers to achieving a culture of 
evaluation, which are highlighted in the previous sections. ISS could benefit from dedicating 
time and spaces to reflect on the work they do as an organization with all staff. Holding space 
for reflective and strategic practices should not be limited to leadership staff, but include all 
staff in regular intervals. Furthermore, without a research or evaluation-focused staff or 
department, the organization continues to collect data that they do not have the capacity to 
systematically analyze, summarize, and report back to staff and other stakeholders, which could 
result in greater learning opportunities and capacity building. Lastly, while the organization has 
to meet the accountability requirements placed on them by funders, they should also explore 
evaluative activities that will enrich the organization internally for their own purposes, such as 
community-based research and collaborative approaches to evaluation with frontline staff and 
clients, which would lead to learning about gaps in services and developing new and innovative 
programs and practices. Staff have a strong awareness of the benefits of evaluation, are 
motivated to learn more about it, and already have a strong foundation in evaluative activities 
within the agency, which will be an asset with evaluation capacity building initiatives moving 
forward.  

5.3 Additional Implications 

ISS experiences barriers to evaluation that are typical of nonprofits, as found in the literature 
review, such as lack of: financial resources and leadership from funders; time to complete 
evaluation; and, skilled evaluation staff or a dedicated evaluation department. Furthermore, ISS 
experiences additional barriers as an immigrant serving agency due to the nature of working 
with newcomer participants, such as language, culture and power imbalances between staff 
and clients. Additional research is needed on how newcomer serving agencies across Canada 
evaluate their services, particularly in light of Broughton and Shield’s (2020) report which 
indicates the environment of accountability and contract compliance present in IRCC-funded 
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agencies. This research could take the form of a provincial scan of IRCC-funded agencies in 
Alberta or nationally to determine their shared challenges to building evaluation capacity across 
the sector and how agencies are evaluating their services despite shared barriers. 
Unfortunately, although IRCC has funded national projects to build evaluation capacity of the 
sector, these projects have largely taken the form of one-off evaluation training, webinars or 
modules, which only address individual competency for evaluation and not organizational 
factors or evaluation capacity outcomes. As a major funder, it may be more effective to fund 
internal evaluators either within agencies or in provincial umbrella organizations and then 
leverage learnings across the country through provincial or national communities of practice.   
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6.0 Recommendations 

6.1 Introduction 

The following section outlines three recommendations for ISS to build their evaluation capacity, 
which can be adopted in whole or in part by the organization: investing in evaluation, such as 
having an internal evaluator on staff; balance intended uses of evaluation; and, explore 
additional approaches to evaluation, such as collaborative and culturally responsive approaches 
in future evaluations.  

6.2 Recommendations  

6.2.1 INVEST IN EVALUATION 

First, ISS should consider investing in an internal evaluator to harmonize research and 
evaluation practices within the service. An internal evaluator could serve multiple purposes 
within the service, in additional to actually carrying out evaluations, such as:  

● Build internal capacity by planning and delivering evaluation training with staff;  
● Support program and project development, including strengthening outcome 

measurement frameworks in funding proposals;  
● Address data bottlenecks and ensure that evaluation data is compiled, analyzed, 

and reported back to stakeholders, including staff;  
● Build or maintain agency relationships with higher education institutions and 

discovering and vetting research projects with academics and students; and, 
● Spearhead evaluative projects that actively involve staff, such as collaborative 

and culturally responsive approaches and creative methods, such as client 
photovoice projects and journey mapping.  

6.2.2 BALANCE INTENDED USES OF EVALUATION 

ISS should attempt to better balance evaluation for accountability with other organizational 
functions to maximize its utility, including uses for accountability, training, learning, staff 
engagement, strategic planning and program development. Such a shift could include adjusting 
current evaluative tools to balance questions relating to contract outcomes, client experiences, 
gaps in community services, and/or addressing agency mission and vision. Alternatively, ISS can 
develop an evaluation calendar that includes funder accountability evaluations and internal 
learning and development evaluations. Additionally, time and resources can be dedicated to 
evaluative activities that are more creative and exploratory, such as photovoice or journey 
mapping with clients. These activities can be pursued by an internal staff or by leveraging 
relationships and assets in the community, such as graduate student research projects (Bakken, 
Núñez, and Couture, 2014).   

6.2.3 EXPLORE COLLABORATIVE AND CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE APPROACHES 

A final recommendation is to increase the involvement of frontline staff in evaluative activities 
to increase relevance of data gathered, program and data ownership, follow-through of the 
evaluation practices within the agency, and opportunity for learning about program and client 
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context (Cousins, 2019). If staff have a say in what data is meaningful to them, their work, and 
their clients, it will have a positive impact on the overall utility of evaluation and increase 
platforms for evaluative inquiry and information. Evaluation and internal research projects can 
contribute to staff development opportunities, team and all-staff meetings, and agency 
presentations at conferences, among others. One example of a collaborative approach could be 
to have staff support the evaluation of an internal committee or project throughout the 
evaluative cycle, which would result in learning about the internal initiative and the evaluative 
process. Furthermore, ISS should explore approaches to evaluation and methods that are more 
responsive to the cultural context of clients, such as a culturally responsive approach 
(Chouinard and Cram, 2020), given the barriers to evaluation that are present in the service and 
sector generally.  
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7.0 Conclusion  
The research undertaken aimed to understand the evaluation capacity of the Immigration and 
Settlement Service of Catholic Social Services, including staff experience and understanding of 
evaluation, and explore their barriers and facilitators to build evaluation capacity. The 
conceptual framework, developed from the literature review, explored evaluation capacity 
through the lens of individual, organizational, and evaluation capacity outcome factors, which 
describe an organization’s ability both to do and to use evaluation. Through the use of the 
Evaluation Capacity Assessment Instrument (ECAI) and small group discussions, the researcher 
was able to identify specific strengths and limitations of the agency’s current evaluative 
practices. In terms of strengths, ISS staff are aware of the benefits of evaluation, are motivated 
to learn more about evaluation, and there is already a breadth of evaluative practices taking 
place within the organization. The organization also faces a number of barriers to evaluation, 
such as the nature of working with newcomer participants, including differences in language, 
culture and power, lack of time and internal evaluation staff, and lack of support and guidance 
for evaluation for their major funder. These issues are a barrier to the organization developing a 
culture of evaluation. The organization would benefit from investing financial resources in an 
internal staff evaluator, better balancing the uses of evaluation, such as for accountability, 
learning and staff engagement, and exploring additional approaches to evaluation to promote 
use, such as collaborative and culturally responsive approaches.   
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Appendices 

Appendix 1. Items on the Evaluation Capacity Assessment Instrument, adapted 
to context of Immigration and Settlement Service.  

All items in Section 1 - 3 are Likert statements that respondents rate on a scale of 1 - 4: 1, 
strongly disagree; 2, somewhat disagree; 3, somewhat agree; and, 4, strongly agree.  

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS  

1. What title best describes your current position?  
a. Program Manager / Senior Leadership 
b. Team Leader 
c. Program / Project / Volunteer Coordinator 
d. Settlement Counsellor 
e. Language Assessor 
f. Program Assistant 
g. Other Support Staff 

2. How many years have you worked for Catholic Social Services?  
a. Less than 1 year 
b. 2 - 5 years 
c. 5 - 10 years 
d. 10 - 15 years 
e. More than 16 years 

SECTION 1: INDIVIDUAL FACTORS 

AWARENESS: I THINK THAT AN EVALUATION WILL…  

1. Will help me to better understand our programs. 
2. Will inform changes to my service delivery practices with clients. 
3. Will justify future funding for our programs. 
4. Will help to convince managers that changes are needed in my/our programs. 
5. Is absolutely necessary to improve our programs. 
6. Should involve our clients in the evaluation process. 
7. Will influence government policy relevant to our programs. 
8. Is unnecessary because we already know what is best for our clients. 
9. Is too complex for frontline staff to do. 

MOTIVATION: I AM MOTIVATED TO…  

1. Learn about program evaluation and how it impacts my work.  
2. Support the evaluation of our programs.  
3. Participate in training on the topic of evaluation.  
4. Have conversations with my colleagues about why evaluation is necessary.   

COMPETENCY: I KNOW HOW TO…  

1. Develop an evaluation plan.  
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2. Clearly state measurable goals and objectives for my/our program.  
3. Identify strategies to collect information from our clients.  
4. Define the intended outcomes of my/our program.  
5. Decide what questions to answer in a program evaluation.  
6. Decide from whom to collect the information.  
7. Analyze evaluation information.  
8. Develop recommendations based on evaluation results.  
9. Write an evaluation report.  
10. Evaluate a program without support from others. 
11. Conduct an evaluation of my/our program/s with support from others.  
12. Present evaluation findings in a team meeting.  

SECTION 2: ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS 

LEADERSHIP 

1. Program managers provide effective leadership.  
2. Staff understands how everyone's duties fit together as part of the overall mission of 

the Service.  
3. Program managers communicate program goals and objectives clearly.  
4. Program managers share funder requirements and expectations openly with staff.  
5. Program managers share documents, such as program logic models, openly with staff.  
6. Program managers have a clear plan for accomplishing goals.  
7. Program managers have realistic expectations of what staff can accomplish given the 

resources they have available.  

LEARNING CLIMATE: THE SERVICE I WORK IN FOSTERS AN ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH…  

1. Evaluation information is shared in team and all-staff meetings. 
2. Staff are supported to introduce new approaches to service delivery or other aspects of 

our work.  
3. It is easy for staff to meet regularly and discuss new ideas.  
4. Staff are 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 participate in making long-term plans for their program.  
9. Staff concerns are ignored in most decisions regarding strategic planning and 

evaluation.  

RESOURCES: IN OUR PROGRAMS…  

1. Translation and interpretation is provided to clients to support their participation in 
evaluation.   

2. Staff has time to conduct evaluation activities (ie. provide input on survey/focus group 
questions, distribute a survey, invite clients to focus groups, conduct phone interviews).  
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3. Staff has access to adequate technology to input information into computerized records 
(Sharevision, spreadsheets, other documents or databases).  

RESOURCES (MANAGEMENT ONLY): IN MY PROGRAMS…  

1. Staff have access to technology to produce reports or summaries of their activities and 
client information (ie. computerized databases).  

2. Resources are allocated to staff training, including evaluation capacity training.  
3. Funders provide resources to conduct evaluation.  
4. Funders provide leadership for conducting evaluation, such as what is considered a 

valid/defensible evaluation.  
5. Service leadership engages in ongoing dialogue with funders regarding evaluation.  

SECTION 3: EVALUATION CAPACITY OUTCOMES 

MAINSTREAMING: EVALUATION AS PART OF YOUR JOB.  

1. Our programs gather information from diverse stakeholders to determine how well 
programs are doing.  

2. Our programs have adequate records of past program evaluations and the changes that 
were implemented 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. 

USE OF FINDINGS: PLEASE INDICATE THE EXTENT IN WHICH YOUR PROGRAM CURRENTLY USES EVALUATION FOR THE 

FOLLOWING PURPOSES.  

1. To report to a funder.  
2. To improve service or programs.  
3. To get additional funding.  
4. To assess the implementation strategy of a program.  
5. To assess the quality of our programs.  
6. To improve community outreach.  
7. To make informed decisions.  
8. To train staff.  
9. To develop best practices.  
10. To eliminate unneeded services or programs.  
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Appendix 2. ECAI Data at ISS. 

Table shows total responses per statement, mean and mode per statement. The highest scores 
have been highlighted in green and the lowest in red.  

EC Factor EC Sub-Factor Question 
Responses 
(n) Mean Mode 

Sub-Factor 
Mean 

Indivi
dual 

Factor
s 

Awareness 
 

I think that an 
evaluation…  

Will help me to better understand our programs. 41 3.66 4.00 

3.31 

Will inform changes to my service delivery practices with 
clients. 41 3.68 4.00 

Will justify future funding for our programs. 41 3.63 4.00 

Will help to convince managers that changes are needed in 
my/our programs. 41 3.61 4.00 

Is absolutely necessary to improve our programs. 41 3.49 4.00 

Should involve our clients in the evaluation process. 41 3.59 4.00 

Will influence government policy relevant to our programs. 41 3.29 3.00 

Is unnecessary because we already know what is best for 
our clients. 41 2.49 1.00 

Is too complex for frontline staff to do. 41 2.39 1.00 

Motivation 
 

I am motivated 
to…  

Learn about program evaluation and how it impacts my 
work.  41 3.61 4.00 

3.59 

Support the evaluation of our programs.  41 3.63 4.00 

Participate in training on the topic of evaluation.  41 3.66 4.00 

Have conversations with my colleagues about why 
evaluation is necessary.   40 3.45 4.00 

Competence 
 

I know how 
to…  

Develop an evaluation plan.  41 2.78 3.00 

3.06 

Clearly state measurable goals and objectives for my/our 
program.  41 3.15 3.00 

Identify strategies to collect information from our clients.  41 3.27 3.00 

Define the intended outcomes of my/our program.  41 3.32 3.00 

Decide what questions to answer in a program evaluation.  41 3.05 3.00 

Decide from whom to collect the information.  41 3.27 3.00 

Analyze evaluation information.  41 3.17 3.00 

Develop recommendations based on evaluation results.  41 3.37 3.00 

Write an evaluation report.  40 2.80 3.00 

Evaluate a program without support from others. 41 2.02 2.00 
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Conduct an evaluation of my/our program/s with support 
from others.  41 3.17 4.00 

Present evaluation findings in a team meeting.  41 3.32 4.00 

Organ
izatio

nal 
Factor

s 

Leadership 

Program managers provide effective leadership.  39 3.33 4.00 

3.05 

Staff understands how everyone's duties fit together as part 
of the overall mission of the Service.  40 2.90 3.00 

Program managers communicate program goals and 
objectives clearly.  40 3.08 3.00 

Program managers share funder requirements and 
expectations openly with staff.  40 3.18 4.00 

Program managers share documents, such as program logic 
models, openly with staff.  40 2.75 3.00 

Program managers have a clear plan for accomplishing 
goals.  40 3.05 3.00 

Program managers have realistic expectations of what staff 
can accomplish given the resources they have available.  40 3.10 4.00 

Learning 
Climate 

 
The Service I 

work in fosters 
an 

environment in 
which…  

Evaluation information is shared in team and all-staff 
meetings. 39 3.03 3.00 

2.91 

Staff are supported to introduce new approaches to service 
delivery or other aspects of our work.  40 3.10 4.00 

It is easy for staff to meet regularly and discuss new ideas.  40 2.95 3.00 

Staff are provided opportunities to assess how well they are 
doing, what they can do better, and what is working.  39 3.00 3.00 

Staff can encourage managers and peers to make use of 
evaluation findings.  40 2.90 3.00 

Staff respects each other's perspectives and opinions.  40 3.30 3.00 

Staff errors lead to teachable moments rather than 
criticisms.  40 3.20 3.00 

Staff participate in making long-term plans for their 
program.  40 2.75 3.00 

Staff concerns are ignored in most decisions regarding 
strategic planning and evaluation.  40 1.98 2.00 

Resources 
 

In our 
programs…  

Translation and interpretation is provided to clients to 
support their participation in evaluation.   40 3.43 4.00 

2.98 

Staff has time to conduct evaluation activities (ie. provide 
input on survey/focus group questions, distribute a survey, 
invite clients to focus groups, conduct phone interviews).  39 2.97 4.00 

Staff has access to adequate technology to input 
information into computerized records (Sharevision, 
spreadsheets, other documents or databases).  40 3.20 4.00 
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Resources 
(Management 

Only) 
 

In my 
programs…  

Staff have access to technology to produce reports or 
summaries of their activities and client information (ie. 
computerized databases).  15 3.20 3.00 

Resources are allocated to staff training, including 
evaluation capacity training.  15 2.87 3.00 

Funders provide resources to conduct evaluation.  15 2.73 3.00 

Funders provide leadership for conducting evaluation, such 
as what is considered a valid/defensible evaluation.  13 2.38 2.00 

Service leadership engages in ongoing dialogue with 
funders regarding evaluation.  15 3.07 3.00 

Evalu
ation 
Capac

ity 
Outco
mes 

Mainstreamin
g 
 

Evaluation as 
part of your 

job.  

Our programs gather information from diverse stakeholders 
to determine how well programs are doing.  37 3.19 3.00 

3.09 

Our programs have adequate records of past program 
evaluations and the changes that were implemented as a 
result.  36 2.92 3.00 

I have access to the information I need to make decisions 
regarding my work.  37 3.22 4.00 

I am able to integrate evaluation activities into my daily 
work practices. 36 3.06 3.00 

Use of Findings 
 

Please indicate 
the extent in 
which your 
program 

currently uses 
evaluation for 
the following 

purposes.  

To report to a funder.  35 3.17 3.00 

2.88 

To improve service or programs.  36 2.97 3.00 

To get additional funding.  35 2.94 3.00 

To assess the implementation strategy of a program.  37 2.86 3.00 

To assess the quality of our programs.  36 3.00 3.00 

To improve community outreach.  37 2.73 3.00 

To make informed decisions.  36 3.00 3.00 

To train staff.  37 2.68 3.00 

To develop best practices.  36 2.97 3.00 

To eliminate unneeded services or programs.  37 2.43 2.00 
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Appendix 3. SAMPLE SLIDE FROM PRESENTATION OF THE ECAI RESULTS AT ISS.  

 
 
 


