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What About the Funders? 
The Bruner Foundation has invested in enhancing evaluation capacity and promoting evaluative thinking within nonprofit organizations for more than a decade.  After years of hearing directly from funders and indirectly about them, the Foundation decided to tackle the challenge of learning more about how and what would really help promote evaluative thinking and learning for grantmakers. Designed by Beth Bruner, Director of Effectiveness Initiatives at the Foundation and Anita Baker, an evaluator and evaluation trainer, the Evaluative Thinking in Philanthropy (ETIP) training pilot involved two mid-sized, place-based funders in a brief multi-session training process focused on evaluation and evaluative thinking.  Through the experience, the Bruner Foundation gained some important insights about what funders need, what does and doesn’t work regarding training, and why what’s required of grantees isn’t always practiced by grantmakers in their own organizations.  These findings and a description of other ETIP products are presented in this report.
ETIP Concept and Project Design
Bruner and Baker envisioned ETIP as an opportunity for funders to access current and useful information about evaluation and to address strategies for enhancing evaluative thinking in their own work and at their organizations. Specifically, our operating Theory of Change stated the following:
· If mid-sized, regional grantmakers know more about evaluation and evaluative thinking, and

· If they have access to quality training which helps them use their knowledge, then

· They will be more likely to use evaluative thinking across multiple organizational areas.
We also posited that the increased use of evaluative thinking would inform the efforts of grantmaking organizations to:
· Commission and participate in better external evaluations

· Guide or assist their grantees more effectively in the area of evaluation

· Do better evaluations of their own grants and grantmaking strategies

· Use evaluative thinking skills for planning, asking key questions throughout the organization, systematically gathering and analyzing necessary data, converting data to useful action plans that strengthen not only grantmaking, but the organization

Because we ultimately wanted to target place-based grantmakers with more than 8 staff in multiple organizational areas (ie:  grant making, program management, marketing/communications, HR), we sought groups with these characteristics which were also known to us through other efforts.  Specifically we reached out to the United Way of Greater Rochester, Inc. and the Hartford Foundation for Public Giving and they both identified key staff to participate in the pilot (N=10 in Hartford and 7 in Rochester).  
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Logistics of the Project
The ETIP pilot was conducted via four 2-hour sessions about 3 – 5 weeks apart.  All sessions were lead by Anita Baker and facilitated by Beth Bruner and each included didactic material from the Bruner Foundation’s Evaluation Essentials for Funder’s Manual as well as additional sources from the field (see following).  Each session was designed to address a specific question and included hands-on activities, discussions and formal assessment of the training and the selection of materials.  

After the four training meetings, a final session was conducted to facilitate assessment of the project and to clarify ways that participants could continue incorporating evaluative thinking into their ongoing work.  In addition, participants were invited to work together to decide on an evaluative thinking project, the cost of which would be underwritten in part by the Bruner Foundation who offered to contribute up to $10,000 to the funding of the project in exchange, for tracking both the process and the final product (neither organization elected to do this).  Final feedback was also requested from participants six-months following their participation.
All participants were asked to attend and fully participate in all sessions, read materials in advance, fill out survey forms at the conclusion of each session, participate in a comprehensive survey and final discussion at the conclusion of the pilot, and respond to an electronic follow-up survey. 
ETIP Training Curriculum

	Session
	Content

	1)  What is evaluation and how is it used by grantmakers?
	· Definitions and Terminology Review

· Evaluation Questions, Purposes and Designs 

· Evaluation Stakeholders 

· Organizational Evaluative Thinking 

	2)  How can solid program evaluation – a first building block of Evaluative Thinking  – be useful to grantmakers and what’s involved in getting it done?
	· Logic models/Theory of Change

· Outcomes, indicators, targets
· Data collection and analysis (the basics of surveys, interviews, observations and record review with attention to multi-cultural relevance, and practicality)

	3)  What is Evaluative Thinking?  How do you apply it at grantmaking organizations?
	· Evaluative thinking revisited 

· Assessing Evaluative Thinking 

· Specific indicators of evaluative thinking in multiple organizational areas

	4)  How do you get Evaluation done?
	· Supporting good evaluation and evaluative thinking within grantee organizations

· Commissioning evaluation, assessing evaluation designs, budgets and reports


Project Results

At the end of the pilot project, the participants engaged in a thorough assessment of the effort including response to comprehensive surveys, a 1.5 hour focused discussion, and response to a follow-up survey six months after the project ended.  By its conclusion, participants from both cities found the ETIP project worthwhile to both themselves and their organizations.  Some participants also indicated that the training caused them to change their thinking about evaluation and a few even indicated the project helped them change some evaluation-related practices (e.g., remembering to document implementation, planning for what is need and why, thinking about targets for progress).  They found most of the training topics we shared important to their work, and they were even clearer that the selections would be important to other grantmakers.  Additionally, they were positive about the slides, handouts and activities. The delivery of the project was somewhat different for the two organizations (Hartford experienced a longer delay between sessions and always experienced the sessions after a first effort in Rochester) and their responses about delivery mirrored this.  Most feedback was positive about the content presentations and discussions (especially in Hartford), but several participants indicated more activities would have been welcomed.  Feedback about the logistics was quite varied and the topic of considerable deliberation during the final discussion sessions. Most agreed that the length of the sessions was about right, but that the number of sessions and how close they were together should have been different.  Participants also acknowledged that a specific group project, or activities focused on application of the content (which would have required that more sessions be conducted), would have enhanced learning.  They also acknowledged the obvious conundrum: they would likely have refused participation if they had been informed on the front end that more sessions, more homework and a project would be required.  It is hoped that the advice and experiences of this first group might make others more willing to consider a more involved process.  (See attachments for tabular summaries of feedback.)?
Participants also commented on our projected outcomes and offered suggestions regarding next steps.  At both organizations, almost all respondents reported they expected that participating in ETIP would help them commission better evaluations the next time they had to do so. (Note that one participant indicated the project had already helped some, and two others indicated they did not need any help regarding commissioning evaluation.)  All but one participant indicated they thought ETIP had already helped them some or would help them as future requests arose to guide or assist their grantees more effectively in the area of evaluation.  Similarly, a few respondents indicated they expected their participation in ETIP to help them do better evaluations of their own grantmaking when the need arose, and all others indicated it had already helped them some or a lot.  The area with the clearest response involved use of evaluative thinking in multiple aspects of work.  By the end of the project, all but two responding participants indicated that ETIP had helped them, and most reported it had helped a lot (one of the two who declined indicated they expected the project would help in the future, and the other indicated she had not needed any help).
Participating grantmakers also reported several “Aha” revelations resulting from ETIP.  For example, one participant said “our [evaluation] model is so focused on client-based outcomes, it was good to hear focus on implementation through these sessions.  Its not just about end results, but how you get there.”  And another indicated that “all organizations need evaluation and evaluative thinking professional development,” while still another stated that focusing on evaluative thinking “made sense to me, the manner of work I do, but I hadn’t given it an academic frame.”  Several others identified specific tactics and strategies that they had learned about that were immediately usable  -- such as being selective about what gets evaluated on what schedule, and recognizing that you can’t just add up results from diverse projects to get an overall result without forethought.   One participant indicated however that ETIP had not been about “Aha” moments at all, more like “checking ourselves, getting tools and certainly learning about some things to build on.”      

In both organizations participants were clear in focused discussions that the project had been valuable to them, and they were also clear about necessary cautions. For example one grantmaker said “Evaluative Thinking is a way of thinking and looking at your work differently.  It’s got some immediate and strategic applications.  It’s always there.”  Another described evaluative thinking as a “core capacity,” and indicated the ETIP project had “helped connect Evaluative Thinking to organizational capacity and personal skills.” Additionally they acknowledged that a significant portion of the ETIP training focused on learning effective evaluation practices, but not everyone agreed that was necessary.  For example, one participant said “Evaluative Thinking cannot be moved into the organization without knowing about evaluation,” while another said “I think you need evaluative thinking to do good evaluation, but I don’t think you need so much evaluation specifics to be a better evaluative thinker.”  Finally, participants raised important cautions.  For example, one participant from Hartford claimed “This sounds good, makes perfect sense.  But, I’m going back to my office and do the same thing I was doing before.”  Another from Rochester said that ETIP could have more impact if it was clearer whether the project was meant to “add more light on [evaluative thinking] or convert folks.”  A colleague there added that it would be “helpful to better connect the dots between organizational impact and evaluative thinking.”  Participants from both cities clarified that two modifications would help address the cautions: leadership participation (including the board) and opportunities for practical examples from other grantmaking organizations.  Multiple suggestions were offered regarding how to enhance the hands-on options (e.g., more sessions, longer sessions, review of case study materials, cross-departmental and even cross-organizational study, guided projects with real and leader-approved application potential), and again participants acknowledged that conundrum of how to make those enhancements without discouraging participation by grantmakers already stretched thin by current obligations.
Follow-up Feedback
Six months after the ETIP pilot ended, participants were asked to complete a follow-up survey regarding the project.  Most responded, and their answers both verified the potential for a lasting value and highlighted the challenge to continued efforts.  For example almost every respondent agreed that when needed, what they learned through ETIP had helped them ask key questions, determine what data they need to answer questions related to their work, gather appropriate data in systematic ways, analyze data and share results, and develop strategies to act on findings.  However, about one-third of the participants (in both organizations) indicated they had not had any need to analyze data and share results or to develop strategies in response to findings. Further, when we asked specific questions about using evaluative thinking in philanthropic work, we got more mixed results.   For example, when we asked about developing a program/project or initiative, all but one respondent indicated they were likely to use evaluative thinking (most said they were very likely to do so), and all but one of those who were likely to use evaluative thinking agreed that participating in ETIP had helped them think evaluatively about program development (the other respondent said she already thought evaluatively about it). When we asked about making decisions about grants, again almost everyone agreed they would use evaluative thinking, but most indicated they would be only somewhat rather than very likely to do so.  Among those who indicated they were likely to think evaluatively, again most indicated ETIP had helped them to do it and the others said they already thought evaluatively about grant decisions.  Similar responses were seen for questions about commissioning evaluation and interacting with grantees around evaluation. But many fewer respondents said they were likely to use evaluative thinking when addressing marketing or communications issues, thinking about or planning staff development or making choices regarding technology acquisition.  Additionally, several respondents indicated the last three examples never related to the work they did.  
Almost all respondents to the follow-up survey indicated there had been barriers to their continued use of evaluative thinking in their organizations.  In brief, evaluative thinking was not identified as either mainstream or high priority in either organization, and there were ongoing concerns that it was not part of important dialogues involving organization leadership.  Efforts to develop a project specifically focused on cross-departmental use of evaluative thinking and evaluation of grantmaking practice at one organization were stalled as insufficient time and resources were committed to getting the project launched. Still after some time to attempt applications, most participants indicated the training, group involvement and especially the materials had been worthwhile.  


Products and Next Steps

Based on recommendations from the assessments, the ETIP Pilot informed the development of accessible materials about evaluation for grantmakers.  These materials, suggested selections from the ETIP training, were summarized into five brief guidebooks and posted to the Bruner Foundation Effectiveness Initiatives website.  Additionally, the website was revised to make it more user friendly for both Grantmakers and staff from Nonprofit organizations.  As part of the ongoing strategy, the website will be monitored for use, and outreach efforts will be made through affinity groups such as GEO to announce availability of these materials.

BETH TO WRITE HERE SENTENCES ABOUT OTHER NEXT STEPS, or response to the many suggestions to lengthen, add projects etc.

ATTACHMENTS?
ADD HERE, SURVEY INSTRUMENTS?

TABLES WITH MORE OF THE SPECIFIC RESULTS (I AM INCLINED NOT TO DO THIS BECAUSE THE TOTAL N IS VERY SMALL).
“Evaluative Thinking is a reasonable, logical thoughtfulness that just moves forward and makes sense to me.  The evaluation basics are helpful but the reasonable, logical  thought-fulness is the thing that makes you more effective in your organization.  That is what has been interesting and perplexing.” – ETIP Pilot Participant, 2010
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The United Way of Greater Rochester works to identify critical community issues and uses donor gifts to fund a combination of programs best positioned to address those issues. The United Way not only looks at the results of each funded program, but also at the overall impact of how their work moves Rochester in a positive direction.  The United Way was a full supporter of the Rochester Effectiveness Partnership conducted by Bruner and Baker, 1996 – 2003.  They are located at 75 College Avenue, Rochester, NY 14607-1009  Phone: 585.242.6400, Fax: 585.242.6500 �HYPERLINK "http://www.uwrochester.org"�www.uwrochester.org�
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As Greater Hartford's community-wide charitable endowment, the Hartford Foundation for Public Giving is permanently committed to improving the quality of life for residents throughout the region. To achieve this goal, they provide financial and other support that enables people and institutions to serve the community effectively; promote informed charitable giving in order to expand the region's philanthropic resources; and participate actively in efforts to identify important community needs and opportunities, as well as the means to address them.   Since 2005, the Foundation has engaged the services of Anita Baker to provide evaluation training to Nonprofit organizations through the Building Evaluation Capacity Initiative.   The Hartford Foundation is located at 10 Columbus Boulevard, 8th Floor, Hartford, CT 06106 | 860-548-1888 | Fax: 860-524- 8346  �HYPERLINK "http://www.hfpg.org"�www.hfpg.org� 
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