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Abstract

What are currently perceived to be numerous difficulties in nonprofit evaluation may in fact only be so because the process of evaluation has not been connected to a more fundamental framework of an organization.  This paper condenses the ideas from the recent research on Balanced Scorecard and other such models, and offers a construction of a simple nonprofit model to illustrate how such a tool is used for building measurable action plans.  The “Value Model,” as introduced in this paper, provides a working definition of nonprofit value and how that value relates to evaluation; it also shows how some of the more common evaluation approaches become more transparent and relevant to the organization as a whole when viewed within the context of such a model.
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Introduction

This paper will address two issues: first, why there are certain difficulties in the nonprofit evaluation process, and second, how development of modeling techniques can improve the situation.  A review of the problem and supporting literature is provided.  In the section, Discussion of Modeling and Evaluation, a nonprofit business model is introduced.  The model is then used to show how strategic objectives and action plans are formulated, and how evaluations become an integral part in the process, as a means of linking the measurement of activities to the original objectives that were established.  A guide to the more commonly used evaluation and collection methods, and their typical applications, is provided in the appendix.

This paper completes final requirements for the Masters in Nonprofit Management degree from Regis University, Denver, Colorado. 

Background of the Problem

Research on nonprofit evaluation has grown tremendously in the last three decades.  On the practical level, as funding becomes more competitive, nonprofits are increasingly pressured to justify their existence (Murray & Tassie, 1994).   Theoretically, as a hybrid of public and private sectors, the nonprofit represents a new business model that has historically been hard to define on many levels, making a meaningful measurement system all the more in demand (Hall, 1994).  A recent publication on measuring nonprofit impacts contains a passage that captures the ambiguity of the nonprofit today:

To date, the nonprofit sector has relied on anecdotal evidence and general good will to argue for its many successes and tax-exempt status. There is no body of scholarly literature assessing the roles, functions, and contributions of the nonprofit sector beyond evaluation research at the institutional level….Until we develop a useful methodology to describe and measure the sector, we are reduced to operating on beliefs about the value added by nonprofit organizations as well as their contemporary roles and functions (Flynn & Hodkinson, 2002, pp. 3-4). 
If the sector itself evades description, then understandably measuring what is done within that sector is just as evasive.

Obviously an organization’s success depends in large part on the quality of work that is put into it.  But what does that mean for a nonprofit?   To be meaningful, success must be linked to something that already has a known value.  For instance, profit-based companies exist, above all else, to make money—an easily measurable goal.  But non-profits exist, first and foremost, to serve some cause—a much more abstract target.  A concept of success for nonprofits must move beyond counting customers, donations, or even program outcomes.  Though these numbers are relevant, they are not the whole story.  

A multitude of nonprofit evaluation methods offering various ways to measure success are widely available today in academic journals, in books, or on the web (Murray, 2004).  But there are two major problems:  first, with all of these choices, no research has been conducted that addresses what makes one method better than another for any particular situation (Worthen, Sanders, Fitzpatrick, 1997).  Such an array of options can be more an obstruction than a help in determining the best evaluation process, especially if we do not know why one is better than another.  Nonprofit managers, who seek an efficient way to measure their success, must first spend time researching the extensive literature on the topic attempting to analyze the various methods.  Secondly, whatever their choice, there will be a significant period of time spent training to use the system, collecting data, and reporting, before management can determine if in fact their selection was the most appropriate and cost effective.  In practice, most nonprofit managers do not have the time, resources, or inclination for this level of research (Murray & Tassie, 1994).
Secondly, we may be asking too much of the tool and not enough of the user: evaluation methods by themselves do not measure the success of a nonprofit business.  Evaluations measure specific situations or programs in a business.   Generally, the data or findings from an evaluation are only relevant when connected to a predefined model of success and value for that business.  The crux of evaluation “problems” are not so much with any of the methodologies, which are more than adequate for their intended purpose, but with an organizational disconnect between the evaluation results and the more fundamental purpose of the business.  New work with modeling, mapping and value determinations has explored the need for businesses to outline a comprehensive framework before embarking on evaluation of specifics (Kaplan, 2001; Murray, 2004, Sawhill & Williamson, 2001).  

An underlying nonprofit framework, depending on which literature is referenced, includes either such areas as mission, customer, internal operations, and learning and growth (Kaplan, 2001); or mission, public, and operational strength (Moore, 2003).  Although such considerations may seem to add yet another level of complexity to the already confusing process of evaluation, they have, in fact, just the opposite effect.  Once a framework is created, such a model brings clarity and simplicity to the entire evaluation process, resulting in an ultimate savings of time and costs, not to mention reduced frustration. 

Literature Review

Almost any article on nonprofit evaluation today begins with a paragraph on the driving need for nonprofits to measure and prove their success.  This pressure to provide conclusive data is coming from a number of sources (Flynn & Hodgkinson, 2002).  Flynn and Hodgkinson list three: foundations, private donors, and board members are all eager to receive solid data on results, and all for slightly different reasons. Foundations want to know if their funds make a difference, donors want to know if the nonprofit actually serves the targeted population, and boards want to know if operationally resources are supporting the best programs (Flynn & Hodgkinson, 2002).  Almost a decade earlier, Murray and Tassie (1994) pointed out that it was not so much a dwindling of funds that is forcing the evaluation trend, but a greater demand for the best services possible from the “recipients of services—clients, patients, members, patrons” (p. 303).  And these are only the external pressures.  

From an internal perspective, even if the public were not demanding evaluations, nonprofits have a serious need to know what their organizations provide and how well they do it.  Scriven (2000) argues that evaluation is the only way to know that the services provided are directed to those most in need, are the best that can be provided given the resources, or are delivered in the best possible way.  In short, without evaluation, nonprofits have no way of knowing whether they are grossly abusing the resources under their charge.  

Nevertheless, the percentage of nonprofits that have an organizational evaluation process in place is low at 18 percent. (Murray, 2004).   Apparently, nonprofit evaluation is not being done on any widespread basis.   The most commonly stated reason for this is that the body of research on evaluation is quite large and does not provide potential users a way to choose the best approach (Worthen, et al. 1997).  Another common complaint is that terminology is not used correctly or consistently.  As an example, outputs are commonly interchanged with outcomes (Murray, 2004), strategy is commonly misunderstood as programs and initiatives (Kaplan, 2001), or mission (purpose or ends) is not distinguished from strategy (action or means) (Madison, 1998).   Even more troubling is the number of ways the very term “evaluation” is defined (Worthen, et al. 1997). For example, at the outset of their work on evaluation guidelines, Worthen, et al. (1997) defines evaluation as “determining or fixing the value of…judging the worth of” but states that no common definition exists in the literature (p. 5).  Evaluation has been variously defined as research, attainment of objectives, professional judgment, auditing, the act of collecting, and so forth (1997).  He contends that one of the reasons for so many different approaches to evaluation stems from the many different ways of conceptualizing evaluation’s purpose. (Worthen, et al. 1997)  Naturally, this imprecision is very confusing to the end user. 


Perhaps most startling of all is the amount of subjectivity in evaluation results.  A recent 10-year overview of organizational evaluation found that the evaluation process frequently involves interested parties (stakeholders, managers, donors) bringing their personal biases into the process and negotiating the conclusion among themselves based more on their preconceptions than on the data. (Murray, 2004; Murray & Tassie, 1994).  Murray goes further to say that eventual decisions by donors, to fund or not fund an organization, are “scarcely” determined at all by the data from evaluation, but principally by things like current economics and political pressures to favor a certain set of social issues.   The problem with resorting to biases and making decisions from outside pressures rather than the data is that the whole point of evaluation is missed.  That the end user does not ultimately rely on the results of an evaluation might also indicate that, in spite of the rhetoric, managers and stakeholders do not truly believe that evaluations measure their organization’s success or value to a community; that, in fact, results of evaluations in and of themselves are a much diminished perspective of the overall organization.  This could be why many nonprofits tend to conduct evaluations only when forced to do so by an ever-increasing external pressure for demonstrable accountability (Murray & Tassie, 1994).


  All of the above problems point to a general misunderstanding of what evaluation truly is meant to accomplish, and how to make more effective use of it.  This type of confusion is common when organizations fail to connect the more fundamental business framework to the process of measuring that business’s performance. Evaluation cannot effectively be carried out until it is known what the data relates to: 


It would be a serious error to imagine that a nonprofit can develop effective measures in the absence of strategic alignment…[to a predefined set of organizational strategic components]….In the race to develop measures…nonprofits need to ensure that they take care of first things first—and then worry about assessing progress (Sawhill & Williamson, 2001, p. 386).

Certainly, the problems encountered in nonprofit evaluation warrant a better dialogue between those who research evaluation and those who need to use the process (Murray, 2004).

Constructing a business framework that encompasses and helps define program evaluation is a design borrowed from Robert Kaplan’s Balanced Scorecard (Kaplan & Norton,1992).  Balanced Scorecard’s emphasis on non-financial measures makes it quite adaptable to nonprofits (Kaplan, 2001), and yet it has taken a decade to begin appearing in the nonprofit literature (Niven, 2003).  Variants of Balanced Scorecard include Public Value Scorecard (Moore, 2003), value mapping (Jack, 2001), and a broader Canadian model (Murray, 2004).  What they all have in common is a model or map of a business’s internal perspectives, or value strategy that captures the essence and value of that business. Starting from such a model, business strategizing, formulation of objectives, creating programs, and evaluating for results follows in a logical progression.  

Discussion of Modeling and Evaluation

Designing a Model

To show the strengths of the various framework models generally known as Balanced Scorecard, this paper will construct a simple model borrowing from the writing of Robert Kaplan, Mark Moore, John Sawhill and David Williamson.  Obviously there is no universal model that fits the needs of every nonprofit organization; nevertheless there is enough commonality in the nonprofit business structure to make a model conceptually useful (Sawhill & Williamson, 2001).  This paper argues that the common structure for nonprofits entails three primary points: the Mission statement, the People to whom the mission is important, and the Resources that support the business operations.   The model not only illustrates the underlying framework of the business, but also shows its value or worth as a business entity within the community.  For this reason the model is referred to as the “Value Model” (Figure 1) throughout this paper.


Figure 1: Value Model

The Value Model is constructed to convey two concepts: the areas of primary importance to the business, and that which makes the business of value to the larger public.  

Theoretical Underpinnings of Value Model

The background of the Value Model begins with Kaplan’s (2001) original Balanced Scorecard.  In his model, four strategic points are defined for the nonprofit: Mission, External perspective (customer), Internal perspective (cost, quality), and Learning and Growth (employee development and organizational expertise) (Kaplan, 2001).  Kaplan (2001) places Mission at the top since a nonprofit’s mission is truly the driving force in a nonprofit business, as well as the reason for public support.   For the private sector the financial perspective holds the top position since maximizing shareholder earnings is their primary purpose.  The External perspective encompasses the customer.  Here customer is meant to include both the beneficiary of the nonprofit’s services, as well as donors and other stakeholders who gain secondary benefits from a nonprofit’s success, e.g. a stronger community.  The Internal perspective encompasses the operational business processes and financial strength that add value to the organization through material or cash assets.  The Learning and Growth perspective is a business’s internal focus on its staff, volunteers and board particularly with respect to their professional development, training, and interdepartmental communications that add value to an organization in terms of human potential and expertise (Kaplan, 2001).  Taken together, these four points help focus management on the key elements of value to a business, as well as to customers and the community.   

Slightly different from Kaplan’s view is Moore’s Public Value Scorecard (2003).  His model uses three points: Mission, Operational Capacity, and Customer. Moore argues that a nonprofit business structure is not equivalent to the for-profit business simply by switching the top emphasis to a Mission perspective from that of a financial perspective.  In simple terms, Moore’s concept of Mission takes on a broader definition that encompasses ultimate value to society, beginning with the smallest population receiving a social benefit, to sweeping social reforms in a community, or country, or the world.  Also in Moore’s view, the Mission includes the recipient of the services.   The second point is Customer, which he views as the donor, or “third party payers” who make the mission possible with their financial support, and also attain personal satisfaction in terms of the social benefits recognized in the community.  The third point is Operational Capacity or the financial capability of the organization to realize its mission.  For Moore important operational strengths are those outside affiliates who are important collaborators in the realization of similar social goals.  The three points on this triangular model are seen as interdependent relationships that create a notion of value by their linkage.

 Sawhill and Williamson (2001) created a strategic model for The Nature Conservancy, an international nonprofit organization whose mission is the conservation of biodiversity by protecting the lands and waters that rare species need to survive.  Their model consists of a core structure of mission, goals and strategies, connected to three points of measurement: Impact, Capacity, and Activity.  Impact measures the success at accomplishing their mission.  Capacity measures their financial strength e.g. success of their fundraising and overall ability to support their business activities.  Activity measures the success of achieving goals and implementing strategies.  Their model is called a Family of Measures.  The core Mission, Vision, Goals, and Strategies taken together with the strategic Impact, Capacity, and Activity structure are considered fixed principles of the organization.  The various indicators and measurement systems were designed as variables that would change as needed with organizational priorities. 

The Three Components of the Value Model

Essentially all of the nonprofit models above contain the elements of the three point Value Model pictured in Figure 1.  There may be differences in semantics among the models, but ultimately these three elements: Mission, People, and Resources, are the critical considerations without complicating the issue with unnecessary information.  For the sake of simplicity and practicality, the Value Model, adopts these three dimensions as the primary points in the nonprofit framework.  That is not to say that a nonprofit having a more atypical structure cannot make adjustments.  There is some flexibility within the model to account for individual differences among organizations and capture the most factual picture.  For instance any of the primary points in the model could add a relevant subgroup that a business needs to show.  Some larger organizations, for instance, may want to add a perspective for branch agencies (subgroup of Resources/ Human/Agencies), others may decide to include a separate component for a network of stakeholder affiliations (People/Stakeholder/Affiliates), or a foundation may want more emphasis on long-term financial activity (Resources/Financial/Long-Term).  Figure 3 and the discussion in the section on Using a Value Model… will show this more clearly.  Additions however, should be kept to a minimum as the goal of a model is to be clear; adding too many attributes can needlessly cloud that clarity.  

One possible expansion of the basic Value Model structure is shown here in Figure 2.


Figure 2: An Expanded Value Model

Among the three primary components, each can be subdivided in a manner that makes sense to the individual organization.  Mission in the Value Model is very much like Kaplan’s use of mission as the driving purpose of the organization.  In the Value Model Mission also represents the claims made to a community for delivery of a public good, similar to Moore’s public good, although unlike Moore, the Value Model does not include the recipient of goods (who are included in People).   The Mission component, for better clarity, is often divided into realizable units over time, (also to be further clarified in the section on Using a Value Model…).  Community in the above usage is best understood as a continuum from small (as in a neighborhood) to very large (as in worldwide populations).  The concept of People in the Value Model is meant to include all people who have an interest in, or depend upon, the nonprofit business (other than staff who are included in Resources).  The People component includes Kaplan’s concept of customer as well as Moore’s concept of donors).  People can vary substantially among different nonprofits.  For an organization like the Nature Conservancy, their “Recipient” in the People component is not “people” at all, but the health of rare species and the protection of biodiversity.   Of course, they still make claims to donors and stakeholders, but they would also want to structure their model in a way that places much of their strategic focus on the animal and plant species that are protected by their work.   The Resources component is the most straightforward and similar in meaning across any of the industry sectors and any of the other models.  Financial and human resources are common tracking points and there are many tools for keeping a business informed about these areas.  Resources, though not the driving force of mission, if neglected can put a stop to all other activity in the organization; therefore, it remains a critical component to the functioning of the organization.  

Why Value Model?

The Value Model is designed to represent value in a typical nonprofit business.  In business, value is based on the idea of exchange—the worth of A (something of unknown value) in terms of B (which has a known value).  The for-profit business can easily show its worth on a financial statement; the nonprofit, with much of its value intangible (in an accounting sense), must define its value differently.   In the Value Model each point is valuable to the organization only in so far as it constitutes part of the whole.  Any one component by itself does not necessarily carry a value (other than perhaps intrinsically).  Taken as a whole, the model defines the value of that organization.  The combination of all three components working together—a Mission, viewed as valuable to People, and supported by sufficient Resources to accomplish its goals—is an entity that holds value for a community.  The Value Model basically describes an exchange of (A), an undetermined value of public goods, for (B) a value determined by the combination of donated funds, human expertise (volunteers and staff), and material assets (accumulated resources).  The Value Model is so named because it is the defining picture of a nonprofit’s worth or value within its operational context, the community.  The concept is completed by the interconnection of Mission, People, and Resources.  

Both Kaplan and Moore also locate value in the internal frameworks of their models.  Kaplan (2001) referred to a “value proposition”  in defining how the organization creates value for its customer, and Moore (2003) refers to his Mission component as a “value circle”  that interconnects the other two components through a “value chain.”   In Moore’s 3-point Strategic Triangle he further defined each point as a “calculation” explaining that each point represented a summation of organizational value that needed to be calculated prior to any strategic planning.  

Kaplan’s and Moore’s respective references to “value proposition” and “calculation” are not so much mathematical as they are logical relationships within a model structure.  This notion of a logic calculation yields an interesting feature to all models, including the Value Model: any point in the model could logically be assigned a negative value, such as assuming that the mission is not accomplished (for example, because the nonprofit organization had never existed or because it lacked the resources to meet mission goals, etc.).  Such losses to a community or to potential recipients could then be projected in terms of economical costs.  

A basic model of three points goes a long way in illustrating the value of a nonprofit, without any use of quantification at this point.  Nonprofit managers who can conceptualize their business in a simple framework like the Value Model are afforded an immediate perspective of the three most critical areas of their organization—mission,  key people involved, the resources available—and, a sense of the value created by the relationship of all three components to the business,  as well as the broader community.  The Value Model provides the core foundation upon which strategic objectives, action plans, and evaluation can be built. 

Using the Value Model to Build Objectives, Action Plans, and Evaluations

Figure 3  illustrates a logical progression for each point of the Value Model, step by step, from initial strategic questions, possible objectives, and related activities, to the point where the evaluation process would begin.  The Value Model shows evaluation as a natural place to stop and measure how well strategies are on target and succeeding at the job they were designed to accomplish.  

Expanding the Value Model begins with answering strategic questions about Mission, People, and Resources: a process that should give rise to relevant, practical objectives (Kaplan, 2001; Sawhill & Williamson, 2001).   Such questions could include the following:  Are we making progress toward fulfilling our mission and meeting our goals?  What should that progress look like to the people depending on us?  Are our activities achieving our objectives?  If successful at objectives what would this look like to recipients of our service?  Do we have the resources to achieve our goals?  How must our staff learn, communicate, and work together?  

Formulating such questions shifts thinking from where an organization needs to be to how it will get there.  Answers to the questions lead to the kinds of objectives desired and the types of activity needed to achieve those ends.  Programs, events, products and other activities of the organization are the action plan developed as the means to reach the original objectives.  Evaluation, as the final step in this process, measures the degree to which activities met the business objectives that were established in the initial planning.  The Value Model, and its logical expansion, is meant to perform as a continuous feedback loop.  The Value Model acts as the fixed base upon which action plans are constructed.  Evaluations determine whether action plans are on target or should be changed.  Figure 3 shows this entire process, beginning with the basic value components of the Value Model through the various stages, to eventually the evaluation process.  Refer to Figures 1 and 2 for an illustration of the cyclical flow of information.

Strategies for Mission, People, and Resources

A separate plan or strategy is developed for each point in the Value Model—Mission, People, and Resources.  Mission statements, depending on how wide-reaching, are often about future results that are not expected to be reached anytime soon, as in providing housing to the homeless, preventing child or animal abuse, protecting biodiversity.  Therefore, planning objectives and action plans to meet them may have to be divided into short-term and long-term objectives.  The Nature Conservancy needed 

 Figure 3: Choosing Evaluation Methods from an Expanded Value Model
	Value Model
	Possible Strategic Questions
	Possible Objectives
	Possible Activity
	Suggested Evaluation*

	

	Mission: Are we making progress toward our target

	
	Short-Term Impacts
	What should we accomplish this year
	Achieve a Lower or Higher # of Incidents
	Advocacy, Education

Workshops
	UF, DA, PO, OO

	
	Long-Term Impacts
	What should we accomplish in 5 years
	
	Speaking Tours
	UF, DA, PO, OO

	

	People: Are those who depend on us receiving the best we can provide

	
	Stakeholders
	Are we involving our stakeholders
	Provide better information
	Create newsletter
	MO, PO, S

	
	Donors
	Are we involving our donors
	
	
	MO, S

	
	Recipients
	Are beneficiaries satisfied with our service
	Achieve hi/lo #s, times, problems
	Train 5% more volunteers
	PO, CS, CC/R, UF

	

	Resources: Do we have the operational strength we need

	
	Financial
	Do we have the cash to meet our goals
	
	
	Financial Statements

	
	
	Capital Fund
	How will we fund material needs
	Raise 100,000
	Capital campaign
	Quan, MO

	
	
	Endowment
	Are we prepared financially for the long term
	Build endowment
	Stakeholder involvement
	MO, EO

	
	
	Operating
	Are our expenses within annual budget
	Incr. by 10%
	Sell ads in Newsletter
	Quan, MO, see financial statements

	
	Human
	Do we have the staff to meet our goals
	
	
	

	
	
	Staff
	Does staff have required training
	Add volunteer coordinator
	Recruit from volunteers
	OM, MO

	
	
	Board
	Should more community be involved
	Add to board 
	Find in community
	OM, MO

	
	
	Volunteers
	Should volunteer pool be stronger
	Increase by 5%
	Recruit from community
	OM

	
	Material
	Do we have the space, equipment, technology needed to support our goals?
	
	
	

	
	
	Buildings
	Can we afford to move to new quarters
	New building?
	Needs Assessment
	MO

	
	
	Equipment
	Is our older technology slowing us down
	Upgrade computers
	Buy or in-kind
	MO, EO


Note: 

* See Appendix A for explanation of code

to create more indirect measurement methods and “surrogate” missions.  Their study made this observation:

For most nonprofits, measuring mission success really is mission impossible.  It is simply too difficult and too expensive to establish a direct linkage between an organization’s annual efforts and the impact of those efforts on the organization’s mission (Sawhill & Williamson, 2001, pp. 383-5).

The key phrase above is “direct linkage.”  Short-term objectives that make headway toward the overall mission, but that are also measurable, can definitely be accomplished.  There are good reasons to do this rather than just ignore the mission component: one in particular is to avoid “mission drift,” a danger for nonprofits that may lose sight of their original purpose.  Short-term (e.g. one year) measurable objectives applied to the examples above might be to: set up two hundred more units of housing, establish and publicize fifteen more emergency hot-lines for citizens reporting abuse, stabilize the top ten endangered species within their natural habitats.  Each of these makes progress toward the overall mission but also has the added advantage of being measurable over a defined period of time.  


Strategizing the People component of the Value Model requires careful consideration of the various groups that either depend upon the organization, or have a stake in its success, such as a donor or a supporting business, other networks, media, the larger community; all could potentially impact the nonprofit business positively or negatively.  Groups that either support, or threaten the success of the organization require a strategy for management.  As stated earlier, many organizations benefit species other than the human species, only indirectly affecting human populations.  Strategies must reflect how action plans reach beneficial objectives for the target recipients.

The Nature Conservancy can again be used as a case in point to show where one strategy failed, but was later corrected with a model:  Fifteen years ago the Conservancy was failing at protecting or making positive changes in biodiversity even though they “appeared” successful: buying and protecting record numbers of critical acreage as well as increasing their revenues a steady rate.  They had always assumed that securing large areas of land would protect vital ecosystems and preserve rare species, and their strategy reflected that assumption.  When scientific studies in the early 90s began reporting the rapid extinction rates of certain plants and animals, the Nature Conservancy management finally realized they needed a better way to measure their success, as well as spot their failures!  After several years of false starts they arrived at a design that worked—the previously discussed  Family of Measures—represented by a fixed model of core components and objectives followed by variable action plans to achieve the desired targets (Sawhill & Williamson, 2001).  Like The Nature Conservancy, each nonprofit would expand the Value Model into a customized strategic plan specific to their business. 


Building strategies for Resources generally is the easiest of the three areas.  Financial resources can be broken down further into operational cash, grant funds, endowments, and revenues from products sold.  Each of the subcomponents might have its own individual strategy for acquiring more or better management of what already exists.  Human resources, the staff, board and volunteers, add professional expertise and effort to get the job done.  Strategic plans for staff typically include development, training, benefits, or other methods of support.  Finally, material assets can be equipment, instrumentation, databases and other archives, buildings, land, any variety of valued material.   


As objectives and activities are developed, The Nature Conservancy study recommends designing them with measurability in mind and keeping them simple and easily communicated.  After compiling feedback from 30 nationally well-known nonprofit organizations, Sawhill and Williamson (2001) concluded that clear, measurable goals fulfilled a number of purposes:

The nonprofit groups that reported the most success in developing performance measures had all developed…measurable goals to bridge the gap between their lofty missions and their near-term operating objectives….[and that success] was directly proportional to [the] simplicity [of the measures]….[also] Measures that require little interpretation or that can be presented graphically allow staff, donors, and stakeholders—including the critical media audience—to see how the organization is doing. (p. 380-384). 

After designing activities to meet objectives, the organization also needs to make sure they remain aligned with those objectives, and avoid the dangers of “drift” mentioned earlier.  Limiting the number of activities (including programs, projects, events, etc.) to just those that are most relevant to reaching objectives and staying within the limits of an organization’s resources is critical.  Nonprofits have been accused of failing this challenge.  Kaplan (2001) writes, 

I have seen strategy documents that run upwards of fifty pages.  And most of the documents, once the mission and vision are articulated, consist of lists of programs and initiatives rather than the outcomes the organization is trying to achieve.  Such organizations, when implementing a performance measurement system, typically measure progress in achieving milestones on their initiatives.  This is backwards (p 358). 

 According to Kaplan, people in nonprofits are often oriented toward a mentality of “being everything for everyone,” which in business is a prescription for ineffectiveness (Kaplan, 2001).  Continually referring to the Value Model will help prevent wandering away from the organizational goals with too many well-meaning, but off-target programs.  Regardless of whether a program performs well on some abstract level, there is no value added by keeping a “good” program that does not serve the purpose of the business.  Conceptually, this can be viewed as another example of a logical “negative” in the Value Model: resources required to support an unnecessary program must be subtracted from more appropriate activities.  

Choosing the Correct Evaluation Method(s)

Keeping in mind that there is no universally accepted evaluation guideline available (Worthen, 1997), there are three practical guidebooks published in the last decade that provide an effective comparison and rating of the various methods.  Appendix A lists resources for further study and contains the summary of evaluation methods that are referenced by a two letter code in Figure 3.   This summary includes the top ten recommended evaluation methods, their original author, and the situations to which each method is best suited.  More thorough descriptions of each method can be found in the guidebooks as noted.  

Often, the value of new or on-going business activities can be measured by simple means—surveys, outcome monitoring, qualitative approaches (Wholey, Hatry, Newcomer, 1994) and monthly financial statements depending upon the information needed.  It is important to note that measurement and collection techniques are confused with the more complete evaluation.  Evaluations usually combine several means of measurement and collection techniques, are much broader in scope, and are on-going management operational tools either carried out by staff or an outside consultant for obtaining a more comprehensive picture of the business.  They are usually more rigorous but at the same time much more costly than a single measurement.  Simple measurements can be valuable for information needed quickly or as a precursor to a large evaluation.  When funds and time are limited sometimes it can be “better to be roughly right rather than to be precisely ignorant” (Wholey, et al., 1994).  A simple survey, for instance, may determine whether there is further need for conducting a wider evaluation or if the information gathered is sufficient for making pragmatic business decisions (Wholey,et al., 1994).   Appendix A distinguishes the more typical measurement methods from the larger evaluation designs. 

As seen in Figure 3 and Appendix A, evaluation and measurement methods are chosen based upon what is being evaluated.  Since types of business activities vary widely, the most appropriate measurement will be dictated by the activity.  Working from the Value Model will also require that evaluations measure how well activities meet the targeted objectives.  The process is continuous, and designed to improve programs and projects as well as remove those that do not add value to the business.  When programs (or any planned business activities) are reconnected to the business framework, even finding out that the activities are not contributing in a significant way is still valuable information.  This allows management to change, delete, create anew, and grow as a business.   When the evaluation process is linked realistically to the value of the business, evaluations begin to make sense to everyone concerned.  

Conclusion 

After thirty years of development, nonprofit evaluation is conducted by a mere 18 percent of nonprofit businesses.  This indicates there is a need for practical tools that make evaluation less problematic to the end user.  The evaluation methods are not at fault.  The problem is that nonprofits begin evaluation before connecting that process to a more solid purpose of the business.  Too often evaluations are conducted as a piecemeal process not linked to any meaningful business model for success.  Results are predictably limited and costly. By beginning with a nonprofit model like the Value Model described in this paper, managers do not have to reinvent the framework; they need only customize it.

Research provides clear evidence that problems encountered in the evaluation process can more readily be resolved when working from a nonprofit business model that pre-defines an overall strategic action plan.    A decade of research on framework modeling shows considerable improvement in meeting business objectives, internal and external communications, and a deeper perspective on all phases of strategic planning, including evaluation.  The Value Model, linking Mission, People, and Resources, illustrates the efficiency and clarity that such a model can provide from a business planning perspective.  Modeling requires concentrated effort in the beginning, but in the end eliminates confusion, wasted resources, and irrelevant data.  Nonprofits need modeling techniques that can fit easily into their regular operations, that provide reliable ways to make informed business decisions, and that improve their accountability to the public.  

The Value Model introduced in this paper will be recast in a simplified, readily useable format and made available to nonprofits as a relatively straightforward web based tool.  Further research is required on how using a model such as the Value Model affects nonprofit evaluation, studying in particular successes and/or failures, improved methods for creating models, or different applications of models.  Since the bulk of modeling research arises from the for-profit sector, and comparatively little of it has made its way into the nonprofit evaluation literature, more studies of modeling exclusive to the nonprofit sector are necessary. 
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Appendix A: Evaluation methods, Measurement/Collection

Summary of Evaluation Methods

	Code*
	Method’s Name
	Author /

Advocate
	Best uses
	Ref**

	AO
	Adversary Oriented
	Wolf,  Owens
	Controversial Issues,  both pro/con
	1

	CS
	Case Study
	Stake
	Program measurement, Qualitative
	3

	CC/R
	Client-Centered /Responsive
	Stake
	Program administrator Point of View
	3

	CO
	Consumer Oriented
	Scriven
	Product Information
	1

	DA
	Decision/Accountability
	Stufflebeam
	Value base for decisions; Merit/Cost
	3

	EO
	Expertise Oriented
	Eisner
	Professional Judgment of Quality
	1

	MO
	Management Oriented
	Stufflebeam,  Alkin
	Information for Decision Making
	1

	OO
	Objectives Oriented
	Tyler,  Provus
	Determining Objectives Achieved
	1

	PO
	Participant Oriented
	Stake, Patton
	Large Programmatic Activity
	1

	UF
	Utilization-Focused
	Patton
	Program Impact Measurement
	3


Notes:

* Code used in Figure 3
** Number of the reference listed in the next page that describes the method

Measurement / Collection Methods

	Method’s Name
	Best uses
	Ref**

	Financial Statements
	Any financial activity
	N/A

	OM    Outcome Monitoring
	Ongoing, Data Collection
	2

	Qual   Qualitative Approaches
	Interviews, Case Studies, Compare/Contrast
	1, 2

	Quan  Quantitative Approaches
	Numeric Data, Costs, Ratios, Scientific Data
	1

	Stat     Statistics
	Countable data, Hypothesis testing, Program Impact
	2

	S         Surveys
	Customer, Public, Remote collection
	2


Notes:

** Number of the reference listed in the next page that describes the method

Resources for Further Study of Methods

Rating by Utility, Completeness, Ease of Use and Reference Number

#1
Program Evaluation: Alternative Approaches and Practical Guidelines.  1997

Blaine Worthen, James Sanders, and Jody Fitzpatrick. 2nd Ed. Longman Publishers.

#2
Handbook of Practical Program Evaluation.  1994

Joseph Wholey, Harry Hatry, and Kathryn Newcomer. Ed. Jossey-Bass Publishers

#3
Evaluation Models.  2001

Daniel Stufflebeam. Jossey-Bass Publishers
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