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Abstract:

The nonprofit sector plays a vital role in international cooperation despite encountering
challenges such as limited human, time, and financial resources while addressing complex social
issues. Evaluation is key to maximizing project efficiency and quality. This study explores how
Japanese nonprofit sectors evaluate their projects and their potential use of Social Impact Evaluation
(SIE) in evaluation activities, aiming to suggest improvements for targeted organizations.

Through questionnaires and interviews, it was found that challenges such as limited human, time,
and financial resources, as well as insufficient information for evaluation, hindered the quality of
evaluation efforts. While staff demonstrated motivation and interest in project evaluation, they lacked
adequate knowledge of evaluation tools and methodologies. To address these challenges, the study
proposed the introduction of evaluation management during both the project planning phase and the
long-term improvement process of evaluation activities. To ensure successful implementation, a
feasibility study was conducted to tailor the evaluation management steps to the specific needs of

targeted organizations and facilitate adoption.
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1. Introduction

Social Impact Evaluation (SIE) is a comprehensive concept that encompasses various
aspects, including the desire to assess a project’s social impacts, evaluation planning, data
collection and analysis, and result utilization. This ongoing discussion within the subcommittee
of SIE in the Japan Evaluation Society outlines two layers in the concept of SIE. The first layer
entails the aspiration to visualize the non-financial value of projects, while the second layer
involves conducting evaluations related to social impact, such as impact evaluation and program
evaluation. While expected to serve as a common language facilitating innovation and problem-
solving among stakeholders (Tsukamoto and Seki, 2020), ongoing discussions persist regarding
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the concept of SIE, its distinction from program evaluation and impact evaluation, and its varied
applications across sectors such as finance, dormant deposit utilization!, and international
development. Despite numerous studies examining SIE methodologies, few have focused on its
implementation status in international cooperation and nonprofit sectors. This thesis aims to
clarify the current status of SIE implementation and evaluation activities within nonprofit sectors
engaged in international cooperation.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Evaluation in International Cooperation

Within the realm of international cooperation, numerous researchers and institutions have
been actively refining evaluation criteria, frameworks, and concepts to enhance project
implementation. One prominent framework is program evaluation, which comprises five stages:
needs assessment during project planning, theory evaluation and process evaluation post-
intervention, and outcome/impact evaluation and efficiency evaluation upon project completion
(Rossi, et al., 2004). The outcome/impact evaluation as part of program evaluation is distinct
from SIE.As shown in Diagram 1, a better outcome/impact evaluation is where the magnitude of
impact (8) can be estimated with smaller errors. SIE does not require a causal relationship
between project intervention (X) and the social impact (SI), which is a weak logical structure from
an impact evaluation perspective (Tsutomi and Masaki, 2020).

Diagram 1 Difference between Impact Evaluation and SIE

Impact Evaluation X L’ 0
. . B y
Social Impact Evaluation X > 0 > 5/

X= Intervention, 0= Qutcome, B =Impact, and SI= Social Impact

Source: Created by the materials from Tsutomi and Masaki (2020)

! The system in which dormant deposits in bank accounts which have been inactive for 10 or more years are
utilized to promote public interest activities (JANPIA, 2019).
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Additionally, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) has
established six evaluation criteria—relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and
sustainability—as key reference points for evaluating international humanitarian and development
initiatives and policies (see Table 1). Consequently, evaluation practices have been continuously
evolving in the field of international development. However, there remains a paucity of studies
and practical applications regarding SIE.

Table 1 Current OECD-DAC Evaluation Criteria

Criteria Description

Relevance The extent to which the intervention objectives and design
respond to beneficiaries, global, country, and
partner/institution needs, policies, and priorities, and
continue to do so if circumstances change.

Coherence The compatibility of the intervention with other interventions
in a country, sector or institution.

Effectiveness The extent to which the intervention achieved, or is expected
to achieve, its objectives, and its results, including any
differential results across groups.

Efficiency The extent to which the intervention delivers, or is likely to
deliver, results in an economic and timely way.

Impact The extent to which the intervention has generated or is
expected to generate significant positive or negative, intended
or unintended, higher—level effects.

Sustainability The extent to which the net benefits of the intervention
continue or are likely to continue.

Source: Created by the materials from OECD (n.d.)

2.2 Evaluations in the Nonprofit Sector

The importance of evaluating nonprofit activities has increased significantly in recent years,
driven by the need to uphold accountability and enhance operational quality (Kurimura, 2022).
Nonprofit organizations face several challenges in evaluation, including a lack of commitment to
evaluation, limited resources such as human, time, and financial constraints, and insufficient
capacity and knowledge among staff to conduct evaluations effectively. Moreover, there is a lack
of understanding of systematic evaluation methodologies and specific data collection and analysis
methods (Kurimura, 2022). Additionally, staff members often lack a comprehensive
understanding of evaluation methodologies, hindering effective problem-solving with diverse
stakeholders (Mitsubishi UFJ Research and Consulting Ltd., 2016).

Building upon these existing studies, this research examines why the Japanese nonprofit
sector engaged in international cooperation underutilizes SIE and explores the potential for its use
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in targeted nonprofit organizations. The research also evaluates the current utilization of program
evaluation. The research hypotheses address: (1) the scarcity of human, time, and financial
resources; (2) the complexity of evaluation methodologies; and (3) low staff motivation for
evaluation.

2.3 Significance of the Study

This study holds significance in two key areas. Firstly, it addresses the utilization of SIE,
which is believed to have a pivotal role in driving innovation and problem-solving across diverse
stakeholders, acting as a common language (Tsukamoto and Seki, 2020). However, there exists a
notable gap in discussions surrounding the concepts and practical application of SIE within the
nonprofit sector and international cooperation studies. Secondly, the study delves into evaluation
practices within the nonprofit sector. Despite the recognized importance of evaluation for
accountability and project quality, there is a dearth of research on evaluation practices, including
program evaluation and SIE implementation.

3. Research Design

This research comprises two main components: a questionnaire survey and an interview
survey. These components are designed to validate the hypotheses and ascertain the current state
of evaluation practices and SIE implementation. In order to contribute to the enhancement of
evaluation activities within nonprofit sectors, a feasibility study was conducted for the proposed
evaluation management, based on findings from the two surveys. The objective of the feasibility
study is to refine the proposed evaluation management model into a more practical and
potentially effective form, suitable for implementation within current nonprofit organizations and
feasible for practical use. Table 2 shows the research methodologies, conducted dates,
respondents, and tools of the study.

Table 2 Research Methodologies

Methodologies Date Respondents Tools
1 Questionnaire 1/19-4/22 50 NPOs belong to Japan NGO Google Form
Survey (2023) Center for International
Cooperation and Kansai NGO
Counci |
2 Interview 2/4-6/1 10 individuals who cooperated the 1 on 1
Survey (2023) guestionnaire survey Interview
3 Feasibility 10/5-10/12 2 groups consisted by 6 Group
Study (2023) individuals who participated in Discussion

the interview survey

Source: Author
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4. Results
4.1 Program Evaluation in the Nonprofit Sector

Graph 1 illustrates the frequency of different types of program evaluation used. It reveals
that impact assessment is the most commonly employed method, while efficiency assessment is
relatively less familiar to organizations. Graph 2 highlights the significant challenges faced by
many organizations, particularly concerning inadequate human, time, and financial resources. In
most cases, there is a lack of clarity regarding the evaluation criteria for projects. For instance,
the criteria for determining which projects to evaluate and which to omit are currently unclear.
Furthermore, limited experience and knowledge of evaluation methodologies pose challenges for
staff in selecting suitable evaluation designs for each project and implementing rigorous
quantitative methods to assess social impact. As a result, they tend to rely on the Before-and-after
design for impact evaluation (see Graph 3), considering it the most cost-effective and widely used
approach (see Graph 4). Regarding staff motivation for evaluation, it can be inferred that this is
not a significant challenge, as staff demonstrate a keen interest in evaluating projects and
acquiring knowledge and experience in the process.

Graph 7 Which types of program evaluation Graph 2 What are the chal lenges in impact
do you use? evaluation?
(n=39) (n=32, multiple choices al |lowed)
Needs m Lack of personne| I 23
Lack of time NN 16
theory [ Lack of funds IEEEESG—— 14
Lack of information N 10
process [ NEI Complex ity of methods M- g
Appropr iate method selection [N 5
Impact 32 1 No specific challenges W1
Effici " ” Low staff motivation 0
relenay Others N 4
=YES =NO
Graph 3 Which designs of the Impact Graph 4 What are the reasons for using the
Evaluation do you use? evaluation designs?
(n=32, multiple choices allowed) (n=32, multiple choices allowed)
Before-After | NEEGEG— Nethod that has been used in the pest | ¢
Interrupted Time-Series [N 4% Inexpensive [ 1+
Generic Control - 254 Become a common language with stakeholders - 10
RCT - 13% Help to make better organizational decisions - 10
SROI - 13% Able to measure accurate impact - 17
Matched Control [ &% Easy to evaluate numerically || 1
To be asked by funders JJ 1

Others [l 9%
To attract new funding supporters o

Source: Author
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4.2 Analysis of Evaluation Challenges and Potential Implementation of SIE

To identify potential challenges in the evaluation process, the author analyzed the results of
the interview survey from five different perspectives: project planning, data availability, staff
interest and motivation, knowledge, and reporting practices. The findings revealed that many
nonprofit organizations faced challenges related to their knowledge of evaluation. Notably, none
of the organizations provided formal opportunities for staff to acquire basic evaluation skills;
instead, individuals were left to pursue such knowledge independently. Additionally, some
organizations struggled with project planning, exhibiting inconsistencies in setting project
objectives and developing monitoring frameworks. Concerning reporting practices, while one
organization lacked the means to share evaluation results externally, others had clear strategies
for utilizing these results both internally and externally.

5. Feasibility Study
5.1 Suggestion of the Evaluation Management

Considering the findings of the previous surveys and their analyses, the evaluation
management is suggested to enhance project quality by conducting a meaningful evaluation (see

Table 3).

Table 3 Suggested Evaluation Management

Time frame Evaluation Management Steps
. ® Identify the organizational vision and share it with the
Planning . .
Phase internal relations and external stakeholders
® C(Create a Theory of Change and plan the project
® (Choose the evaluation criteria that contribute to the
Evaluation organization’ s vision
Phase ® (Consider the purpose of the evaluation and how to use the
results
® Reflect on the relationship between project theory and the
organization’ s vision, and carry on the next activities for
Improvement .
Phase improvement
® Plan the long-term PDCA cycle including the evaluation
activities

Source: Author

This study conducted a feasibility study to refine the proposed evaluation management into
a more practical and potentially effective form, one that can be implemented in current nonprofit
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organizations and is feasible for practical use. Participants discussed the following topics: (1) Is it
possible to ensure the execution of the planning phase? (2) Would it be possible to discuss which
steps the evaluation manager cooperates with the project manager? (3) What elements are needed
to improve evaluation activities in the long-term perspective? and (4) Who can facilitate this

suggested evaluation management in your organization?

5.2 Results

In the discussion regarding the first point, some participants stated that they have sufficient
time to discuss the relationship between daily operations and the vision, which facilitates their
understanding. However, others noted that they typically do not measure the coherence between
the project and vision because the vision tends to be too broad to quantify. For example, visions
such as 'realizing world peace' are challenging to measure.

Regarding the second point, many participants emphasized the importance of involving
those who assess or determine the overall direction of an organization from the planning stage to
ensure proper evaluation. During the feasibility study, participants highlighted that the roles of
the evaluator and project manager may not always be distinct.

The discussion on elements needed to improve evaluation activities from a long-term
perspective concluded that human and financial resources, along with providing opportunities for
staff to enhance their evaluation skills, are crucial for sustaining evaluation efforts.

Lastly, the question of who could facilitate this approach in the organization yielded varied
responses. Some mentioned that individual staff members could facilitate this, while others
suggested that representatives or the secretary-general of the organization must change their
perspectives. One organization mentioned that their department of policy implementation,
responsible for assigned evaluation activities, could facilitate this process. Additionally,
reflecting on the quality of evaluation was deemed crucial for improvement.

Based on this discussion, the suggestion has been revised as follows (see Table 4). In the
initial step of the planning phase, the task of “identifying the organizational vision” has been
replaced with “identifying organizational priorities” to ensure alignment between project impacts
and organizational goals. Organizational priorities encompass targeted areas, challenges, and
aspirational goals aimed at achieving the organization's vision and mission. Additionally, some
new steps have been introduced, and previous steps from the evaluation phase have been shifted
to the planning phase.
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Table 4 Revised Evaluation Management

Time frame Evaluation Management Steps Revised Points
° Identify “the organizational priority” and “The organizational
clearly state the predicated project impacts vision” replaced
® (reate a Theory of Change and plan the with “the
project organizational
priority”
) Identify the achievements expected after Newly added
Planning 1/3/5 years of the intervention '
Phase ) Resgarch stakeholders who arg working on
projects near the target region. Work
together with them for the execution, data
collection, and other relevant aspects
° Choose the evaluation criteria that Shifted from the
contribute to the organization’ s vision Evaluation Phase
° Consider the purpose of the evaluation and
how to use the results
Evaluation ) Monitor the PJ progress based on planning Newly added
Phase
° Reflect on the effectiveness of planned Same as the previous
evaluation activities one
° Share results within the organization Newly added
Improvement | ®  Engage in discussions regarding the quality
Phase of evaluation

° Evaluate the relevance of chosen indicators
° Evaluate the project 5-10 years after
intervention

Source: Author

6. Conclusion

This study aimed to investigate the current state of evaluation activities and the potential
for implementing SIE in Japanese nonprofit sectors engaged in international cooperation. The
research findings underscored that inadequate human, financial, and time resources pose
significant challenges to project implementation and evaluation. Although nonprofit sector staff
are motivated and interested in evaluating projects and programs, they have limited knowledge of
evaluation tools and methodologies. Additionally, two notable discoveries were made: the
absence of a systematic process for selecting projects and programs for evaluation, and a lack of
sharing of evaluation results with stakeholders.

Regarding the potential for implementing SIE, organizations face challenges in project
planning, knowledge, and reporting background. Therefore, the introduction of evaluation
management is expected to significantly enhance their capacity to conduct meaningful
evaluations, thereby improving future projects, organizational management, and accountability.
The author believes that the establishment of evaluation management will pave the way for the
effective implementation of SIE in the long run.
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