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TERMINOLOGY

Key Terms in Evaluation

Assessment- is a synonym for evaluation, but often used to refer to a technique or a mini-
study.

Baseline Study- An analysis describing the situation prior to an intervention, against which
progress can be assessed and comparison made. A baseline study, for example, might
assess conditions in a specific neighborhood (eg. Poverty level) before the launch of a
grantmaker funded initiative aimed at improving those situations.

Compliance/ Monitoring — type of evaluation where evaluation questions are focused on
adherence to pre-specified procedures.

Emergent Learning- Learning that happens in the course of an initiative or project, when
goals and outcomes are not easily defined. Using ‘emergent’ or ‘developmental’ evaluation
methods, a grantmaker can generate feedback and learning as work unfolds. New learning,
in turn, can be used to define or change strategies over time.

Formative evaluation- An evaluation that is carried out while a program is under way to
provide timely, continuous feedback as work progresses. Sometimes called ‘real-time
evaluation’ or ‘developmental evaluation’. It focuses on ways of improving and enhancing
programs, and are conducted in the early or ongoing stages of a program.

Goals- are conditions (usually broad) that programs are working towards. (eg to promote
well being).

Indicator- A quantitative or qualitative variable that provides a simple and reliable means
to measure results or to demonstrate changes connected to a specific intervention. It is a
measureable and observable characteristic of changes that represent elements of an
outcome. (eg normal birth weight is an indicator of a healthy baby outcome.)

Inputs- The various components of a specific intervention, as measured in financial,
human and material resources.

Learning community- A group pf grantmakers, grantees and/or other constituents who
come together over time to share evaluation results and other learning and to identify
pathways to better results. Sometimes called a ‘community of learners’.

Logic Model- A conceptual picture or ‘roadmap’ of how a program or intervention is
intended to work, with program activities and strategies linked to specific outcomes and
desired results.

Objectives- something that is worked for or strived for, which can be observed or measured.

Qualitative Data- consist of detailed description of situations, events, people, interactions,
and observed behaviors; direct quotations from people about their experiences, attitudes,
beliefs and thoughts; and excerpts or entire passages from documents, correspondence,



records and case histories. Qualitative data collection methods permit the evaluator to study
selected issues in depth and detail and typically produce an extensive account of detailed
data about a much smaller number of people and cases.

Quantitative Data- come from questionnaires, tests, standardized observation instruments,
and program records. Quantitative data collection methods permit the complexities of the
world to be broken into parts and assigned numerical values. To obtain quantitative data,
it is necessary to be able to categorize the object of interest in ways that permit counting.

Outcomes- The broader changes or benefits resulting from a program, as measured against
its goals (eg. An X percent reduction in emergency room visits.) Also, results for
participants, during and/or after participation in a program. Compare with outputs below.

Outputs- The direct products of a program, usually measured in terms of actual work that
was done (eg. # of sessions held, meetings held, reports published, # of participants served.)
(Compared with ‘outcomes’ above.)

Participatory evaluation- A form of evaluation that engages a range of stakeholders in
the process of designing the evaluation and tracking results, based on the goal of ensuring
that the evaluation is useful and relevant to all involved.

Research- in social science is also a systematic collection of information, but it is
undertaken to discover new knowledge, test theories, establish universal truths and
generalize across time and space.

Social return on investment (SROI)- A measure that sets out to capture the economic
values of social benefits created by an initiative or project.

Summative evaluation- An evaluation that assessed the overall impact of a project after
the fact, often for an external audience such as a grantmaker or group of grantmakers.

Theory of Change- A systematic assessment of what needs to happen in order for a desired
outcome to occur, including an organization’s hypothesis about how and why change
happens, as well as the potential role of any organisation’s work in contributing to itS vision
of progress.

Triangulation- multiple streams of information obtained by either collecting different
kinds of data about the same object, using different workers to complete the same tasks;
using multiple methods to obtain data; using multiple perspectives to analyze information.
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CHAPTER ONE
ABSTRACT

Purpose- The purpose of this research paper is to conduct a strategic review of the funding
evaluation framework for the philanthropic foundations. It also attempts to further theorise
this evaluation process with a holistic planning and conceptual tool- 3 H (Heart- head-
hand) framework.! (Yu, 2021) By adopting a descriptive approach and logical inferences
method, the paper also introduces two case studies and examines how they cope and help
address the social issues identified. The 3H conceptual framework will be applied to
analyse the cases and the framework’s assumptions will be tested.
Design/ Methodology/ Approach- Based on a field practitioner’s perspective from the
philanthropic sector and drawn from a pilot survey, documentations, reports, academic
journals, articles, survey, interviews, and field observation, this study will analyse the
existing funding evaluation framework adopted by the philanthropic foundations. It will
also analyse the strategic generation and development process of the charitable
organisation. A case study approach is also conducted to study the funding framework for
two charitable projects funded by The Hong Kong Jockey Club Charities Trust by using
the 3H (Heart-Head-Hand) conceptual framework.
Findings: This study demonstrates that the philanthropic foundation’s funding evaluation
framework is one of the key success factors to create the desired social impact and pledged
outcomes planned by the grantees/ NGOs. The 3H framework is found to be a useful tool
for funders to evaluate projects and assess the capabilities and capacities of the grantees in
a holistic manner. This will enhance the effectiveness and efficiencies of the
implementation of the charitable projects and maximise its social impacts. When the 3H
elements are developed and incorporated as a mind set during the funding process, this help
theorise the process and evaluate the capacities of the grantees with a holistic approach.
Originality/ value: This is the first study to apply the 3H framework in analysing the
funding evaluation process of philanthropic foundations in Hong Kong.
Keywords: 3H Framework, Strategic Planning, Evaluation, Social impacts, Balanced

Score card, Philanthropy, Foundations and Charities.

1Yu,E., (2021), “Seminar Day 1: Visions for the Future: Theoretical Perspectives on Management”, Lecture
Notes, HKBM 7006, University of Wales- Trinity Saint David, delivered on 19" and 20" June 2021.



CHAPTER TWO
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

This research aims to review the funding evaluation framework for the
philanthropic foundations.

In its earliest form, the word philanthropy comes from the Greek philanthropia,
simply meant “love of mankind” - which actually makes no mention of money.
Philanthropy means giving anything—time, money, experience, skills, or networks—in
any amount to create a better world. Anyone with generosity of mind and spirit can take
action and be a philanthropist. 2 (Arrillaga-Andreessen, 2011).

In this paper, a philanthropic foundation is an independent legal entity set up for
solely charitable purposes. Unlike a charity, which relies on public, donors or government
fundraising to support its activities, the funding for a private foundation typically comes
from a single individual, a family, or a corporation, which receives a tax deduction for
donations. Depends on the primary source of funding, a foundation can be roughly
categorised as a private foundation set up by individual or family (such as Li Ka Shing
Foundation or Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation) and a corporate foundation set up by a
company or commercial entity (such as Shell Foundation or Nike Foundation). (See Figure
1 for World’s Charity Ranking and Figure 2 for Philanthropic Foundations on p.46-47).

For this study, we also define philanthropy as the practice of organized and
systematic giving to improve the quality of human life through the promotion of welfare
and social change. Philanthropy is also defined in this study as the contribution of money
by a foundation or individual to non-profit or charitable organisation in order to help
resolve social problem or social issue. It aims for a better good for mankind and humanity.
There is also a fundamental difference between charity and philanthropy. (See Figure 3).

As for Hong Kong, it has achieved a new record of donation to the philanthropic
sector every year. It also manifested in a three-fold upsurge in tax-exempt charitable
donations in 18 years to a record high of HK$12.7 billion in 2019. For a population of
approximately 7.48m, Hong Kong has close to 9,200 charitable organisations registered

under Hong Kong Inland Revenue Department. (See below Exhibit 1)

2 Laura Arrillaga-Andreessen (2011), Giving 2.0: Transform Your Giving and Our World, 1st ed., Jossey-
Bass.



Exhibit 1: Charities and tax exempt donations in Hong Kong (2020)

Figure 1 - Charities and tax-exempt donations in Hong Kong (1) (2)
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Number of charities (left) —-@==Tax-exempt donations (HKSbillion) (right)

Notes: (1) Including donations exempted from salary tax, profits tax and personal assessment since 2003, For 2001, the figure only

incdudes exemptions from the first two types of tax.
(2) As at 31 March each year.

Source: Inland Revenue Department.

Source: Hong Kong Inland Revenue Department.

By most standard, Hong Kong is a giving society and ranked 25th out of 139
countries and regions, as 2017’s "World Giving Index",® (CAF, 2021, p.20) published by
the UK-based Charities Aid Foundation. And in the inaugural "Global Philanthropy
Report"4, published by the Harvard Kennedy School in 2020, Hong Kong finished fifth
among 39 countries and cities, based on philanthropic assets as a proportion of GDP °
(Johnson, 2020) (Also see Exhibit 2 below).

% Charities Aid Foundation (CAF), World’s Giving Index 2021 (June 2021), A Global Pandemic Giving
Report, https://www.cafonline.org/docs/default-source/about-us research/
cafworldgivingindex2021_report_web2_100621.pdf. Hong Kong saw a significant drop in all scores in
2020 (p.13). But HK ranked 43th out of 114 in its score in ‘donating money to charity’. (p.20)

4 Johnson Paula D, (Lead Author), The Global Philanthropy Report- Perspectives on the Global Foundation
Sector, (2020), Harvard Kennedy School, Centre for Public Leadership.
https://cpl.hks.harvard.edu/files/cpl/files/global_philanthropy_report_final_april_2018.pdf

5 Ditto



Exhibit 2: Assets as proportion of GDP — by Country and Hong Kong

MAssets as proportion of GDP
Two countries report philanthropic assets topping 10% of GDP. In eight additional geographies, the percentage of
assets to GDP is between 1% and 5%.

B :irica Azia & Pacific Furope Latin America middie East [ north america

Aszets as % of GDP

Metherlands 14.0
Switzerdand 13.3
UsA I A
Italy 4.7
Hong Eong 3.3
LIE. 3.2
Germany 2.7
Turkey 2.4
Spain 2.4
France 1.2
Mexico 1.0
Colombia 0.9
Australia 0.7
LIAE 0.3
Migeria [l 0.3
south africa [l 0.3
Ireland 0.3
Chile 0.3
Canada M o3
Peru 0.2

China 0.1
| | | | | ]

0% 3% 6% 9% 12% 15% of GDP

(Source: Johnson, 2020)

The act of giving is well established in Hong Kong and Asia and is part of the
cultural fabric, with entrenched practices. Philanthropists in Greater China (mainland
China, Hong Kong, Macau and Taiwan) have become increasingly involved in giving,
although in China philanthropy accounted for just 0.1 percent of its gross domestic product
in 2014, significantly lower than 2 percent in the U.S.

In addition, some 60 per cent of Hong Kong’s recurrent government budget was
spent on education, social welfare and medical services. However, Hong Kong still has 1.4
million people who are currently living under the poverty line and with one in 4 children
live in poverty. This phenomenon is not a strict dichotomy between doing well and doing
good but a phenomenon which the philanthropic sector has to focus on. According to the
results of the study on household income distribution in Hong Kong, the Gini Coefficient
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based on original monthly household income was 0.539 in 2016. ¢ (See below Exhibit 3)
Hong Kong’s Gino index is similar to Brazil and Botswana. There is a compelling case for
philanthropy to do more, and much better,

Exhibit 3: Gini Coefficient in Hong Kong (1981-2016)

Chart
Statistics
Year 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006 2011 2016
0.45 0.45 0.48 0.52 0.53 0.53 0.54 0.54
Footnote

All figures are collected from Census and Statistics Department since 1981.

(Source: HK Census and Statistics Dept.)

6 Hong Kong Census and Statistics Department, (9 June 2017), Press release: Census and Statistics
Department announces results of study on household income distribution in Hong Kong. Source:
https://www.censtatd.gov.hk/en/press_release_detail.htmI?id=4180
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This paper aims to take a deeper look at the funding model of philanthropic
foundations and its giving. It is the humble wish of this student (a practitioner from the
philanthropic sector) that her research will help contribute to a better understanding of this
much under-researched topic. A strategic review of funding evaluation framework for
philanthropic foundations with an aim to enhance the efficiencies and effectiveness of

funded charitable projects in order to do better good for humanity.

Research questions (RQs) are refined statements of the specific components of the
problem. This study’s major research question is: Can we achieve a new paradigm or
framework in funding framework for philanthropic foundation which can help create more

social impacts generated by charitable projects and programs?

These are the sub-questions:

e Are the current evaluation frameworks commonly used by philanthropic foundations
(eg BACKS/ KAP/MEL) sufficient to achieve such purpose? (Please see Figure 4)

e Can a more strategic philanthropic funding framework help improve the situation?

e If so, can we do a more holistic framework to evaluate funding?

e Canthe 3H (Heart-Head-Hand) framework provide a better and more holistic approach
for this evaluation?

e Can the 3H framework provide a more useful tool in strategic planning for
foundations/funders when evaluating their projects/grants?

e Can philanthropy create a better community in Hong Kong or humanity in general?

12



HYPOTHESIS
A hypothesis (H) is an unproven statement or proposition about a factor of phenomenon
that is of interest to the researcher. In most cases, a hypothesis is a possible answer to the
research problem. ” (Luk, 2021) This paper is fundamentally based on three simple
hypothesis:

e 1% Hypothesis: The existing funding evaluation frameworks deployed by philanthropic
foundations are not comprehensive or holistic enough to evaluate projects and
performance of NGOs.

e 2" Hypothesis: Based on H1, the funding review framework can be further enhanced
and improved

e 3 Hypothesis: Based on H2, The 3H (Heart-Head-Hand) conceptual framework will
enhance the efficiencies for project funding evaluation.

RESEARCH TIMELINE
In short, the research aims to conduct necessary literature review and data collection
in Year 1 and the analysis and write up will conducted towards the end of Year 2.Below
Exhibit 4 for a tentative timeline for this research paper.

Activity Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

Develop Research Questions

Literature Review

Alternating Research Questions

Methodology Design

Data Collection

Data Analysis

Thesis Write-up

" Luk Chung Leung, (2021), “Seminar Day 1: Approaches to Research and Academic Communications,
Lecture Notes, HKBM 7000, University of Wales- Trinity Saint David, delivered on 31 July and 1 August
2021.
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RESEARCH BRIEF

A Research Brief (Challenge Statement)

A strategic review of funding evaluation framework for philanthropic foundations

CURRENT REALITY

= Hong Kong is a giving society and ranked
25th out of 139 countries and regions, as
2017's "World Giving Index", published by
the UK-based Charities Aid Foundation.

= Hong Kong finished fifth among 39
countries and cities, based on
philanthropic assets as a proportion of
GDP.

= Some 60 per cent of Hong Kong’s recurrent
government budget was spent on
education, social welfare and medical
services.

= Hong Kong is a highly philanthropic society,
as manifested in a three-fold upsurge in
tax-exempt charitable donations in 18
years to a record high of HK$12.7 billion in
2019. We have close to 9,200 registered
charities for a mere population of 7.5

= But Hong Kong still has 1.4 million people
who are currently living under the poverty
line.

to do better good for humanity.

OBJECTIVE

The purpose of this research is to evaluate
the funding framework and process of the
philanthropic foundations in Hong Kong
with a view to enhance its effectiveness
and efficiency so as to achieve better good
for humanity.

The hypethesis of this research is that the
existing funding frameworks can be further
enhanced and improved.

To leverage philanthropic efforts better and
create a better Hong Kong for all.

Can foundations do well by doing good?
There is not a strict dichotomy between
doing well and doing good; it is not an
either-or proposition. Instead, social good
and profitability are among the criteria by
which companies make choices. In reality,
any company is better off creating both
bottom-line and societal benefits — and

WHO

Key Stakeholders:

« Government/ Bureux
Foundations/Charities Trust
Charities/NGOs/INGOs

Social enterprises/Social entrepreneurs
Academia

Social impact investors

= Media (O and O)

= KOL

+ Beneficiaries

UN agencies
Commercial/Business enterprises
- Media (O to 0)

= Research agencies/Think Tanks

+ Desk top data

. s e

creating synergies between them.

Challenge Questions

1. With the resources of both governments and traditional philanthropic monies slowly growing
or in decline and the problems of poverty, ill-health, pollution and environmental degradation
ballooning daily, it is increasingly clear that philanthropic resources are not sustainable. A
better and more strategic deployment of funding resources are crucial. But How?

2. Can we achieve a new paradigm in philanthropic funding framework which can help foster the
social investment generated by charitable projects and programs?

3. Can philanthropy create a better world for humanity?

WHY? WHAT?
Can strategic What are the
philanthropic evaluation
funding frameworks?
framework help BACKs? KAPs?
rectify the MEL?
situation?
Are they
Can we achieve a sufficient?
more systematic,
efficient and Canwedoa
effective funding more holistic
model or framework to
framework? evaluate
funding?

HOow? WHO? HOW? FINDINGS
Design/ More and more
Methodology foundations are How to leverage It is the
thinking about a better hypothesis of
Can the 3H (Heart-  philanthropy in a evaluation this research
Head-Hand) more methodical, = framework to that the 3H
framework provide  intelligent way. facilitate this framework can
a better and more change? enhance the
holistic approach How can they effectiveness of
for this evaluation? demonstrate Can innovative organizational
these elements measures help capacities and
Can the 3H which may as well? capabilities so
framework provide  reshape the way as to deliver
amore useful tool =~ we go about And if so, what projects and
in strategic supporting are these? create positive
planning for solutions/ social impact to
foundations/funde ~ projects to solve the society.
rs when evaluating  social problems in
their Hong Kong?

projects/grants?

ORGINALITY/VALUE
This is the first study
which applies 3H
framework and
relevant studies in
analyzing the proces:
in grant marking of
foundations/
philanthropic
organizations.

While strategic
planning is an
important process to
set vision/ directions
fora NGO and
foundation to
progress further, this
study will describe
and get a deeper
understanding
relevant
management
practices, theories
and concepts.

14



CHAPTER FOUR
OBJECTIVES AND AIMS

Mr Warren Buffet® has said many times, “making money is far easier than giving
it away effectively.” ® The fundamental question remains, will all that giving, committed
by foundations and billionaires, actually do any good? Creating lasting social impact and
systemic change requires discipline and a clear evaluation framework and standard- a
concept with which many foundations, grant makers and high yield wealthy individuals
have traditionally struggled. Exempt from the accountability or ESG standard (just to name
a few) imposed on business by the markets or on government by the voters, but
philanthropy is free to explore and take more risks. (Ditkoff & Colby, 2009, p.2)

On the other hand, one of the other most common concerns foundations may have
is how to measure the results and assess the impacts of their donations. Some donations
yields immediate and tangible results, for example, funding the construction of a
community kitchen. But what about donations that support complex efforts like improving
elderly palliative care or providing mental wellness support? What is the best way to
evaluate grantee capacities and make the right donation decision?

Foundations do not just want to do good, but they also need to give well.

The overall objective of this paper aims to take an in-depth research on this under-
researched area in Hong Kong. As discussed briefly above, the impact and scale of the
annual philanthropic donation is huge in Hong Kong or around the world are huge. If we
could formulate a more holistic and effective evaluation framework for philanthropic
foundations, they could be better equipped to evaluate the capabilities and efficiency of
NGOs. This will increase the positive social impacts generated by their donations or
projects. The social impacts and social investment made by foundations could be improved
and enhanced. This alternative evaluation framework will do better good for the

community.

8 Warren Buffet, is an American business magnate, investor, and philanthropist. He is currently the chairman
and CEO of Berkshire Hathaway. He is considered as one of the most successful investors in the world and
has a net worth of over $100.6 billion as of April 2021, making him the world's seventh-wealthiest person.
Source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Warren_Buffett

® The Economist (2011), The Lessons of Philanthropy- Giving for Results, (14 May 2011 edition). In 2010,
some 69 of America’s billionaires and billionaire families have promised to give away at least half of their
fortunes by signing the Giving Pledge championed by Bill Gates and Warren Buffet, two of the world’s
richest men.

15



SPECIFIC AIMS

The aim of this paper is to develop an understanding and theorise the 3H framework
to formalise the evaluation process for foundations. This framework aims to provide a
holistic framework to evaluate the capabilities of the grantees/NGOs and this will enhance
the effectiveness and efficiencies of the projects.

A pilot questionnaire survey is prepared for this research proposal to get the initial
feedback from a sample of philanthropic foundations in Hong Kong. During the period of
5-12 August, A total of 30 participants from the sector were invited and a total of 25 has
replied. A response rate of 83% is achieved. This survey has offered the student a
perspective that this research can be further elaborated and developed. Based on this pilot
research, 95% of the respondents think that ‘impact measurement and evaluation
framework can make foundations/ organisations more effective and efficient’. And 82%
thinks that ‘deciding what to make change happen is a strategic choice and a holistic view
that requires ‘heart head and hand’. (ie 3H approach).

Below please find a top-line summary of responses from this pilot survey.

e 91% agrees that there is a pressing need to build sector capacity and strengthen the
evaluation methods and framework for philanthropic foundations in Hong Kong.

e 100% agrees that ‘a good management in philanthropic foundation is both an art and
science of getting things done effectively and efficiently through people and other
required resources guided by strategic and operational capabilities of the organization.’

e 100% agrees that ‘competent strategists in foundation are required to adopt a holistic
manner to envision the overall business environment and social trends, identify
opportunities, foresee challenges and threats as well as to effectively respond faster
than others in order to address the social needs’.

e 82% (and 18% remain neutral) agrees that Philanthropic Foundations always have
genuine motives for giving, but people too often let their philanthropy be guided by
their hearts alone. Deciding what you will do to make change happen is a strategic
choice and a holistic view that requires your head, your heart and your hand. (See
Appendix 1 & 2 on p.50-61 for detailed pilot survey questions and pilot survey

results).

16



CHAPTER FIVE
RESEARCH SIGNIFICANCE

This research aims to contribute to a more in-depth understanding of existing
evaluation framework for philanthropic foundations. It will develop an understanding of
the evaluation process and theorise the ‘3H’ framework for foundations. This conceptual
framework aims to provide a holistic framework to evaluate the capabilities of the
grantees/NGOs and will enhance the effectiveness and efficiencies of the charitable
projects. Existing evaluation frameworks are helpful to measure social impacts of projects
but a more holistic framework can further enhance the evaluation process. It will also
analyse the strategic generation and development process of the charitable organisation
using existing models such as PESTEL, Porter’s 5 Forces, SWOT and balanced scorecard
approach.

This research also reviews relevant existing literature on the topic. Academic
literature that directly links evaluation process to philanthropic foundations in Hong Kong
is almost non-existent. This particular gap in research literature will be explored and
investigated.

RESEARCHER BIAS

As the researcher of this study, I am an experienced charity professional and have
been working in the philanthropic sector since 2000s in varying capacities, including
general management, governance, risk analysis, issues management, fundraising,
development, communications and policy advocacy. Currently, 1 am working in the
communications field at the largest charitable trust in Hong Kong. Based on the preceding
experiences, | may not be totally unbiased in observations about various issues that make
up the objective of this research. However, this potential or probable researcher bias can
be managed or mitigated by the fact that | have assumed a wide variety of roles in the
management and business sectors as well. This background can help strike a balance
between various perspectives and will be an additional advantage for my research
especially we have to see through the lens of ‘heart-head-hand’ framework from a
practitioner’s perspective.

Moreover, my previous experiences can equip this study with a ‘holistic view’, this

extra 4" H is the basic foundation of the 3H framework. It is the view of the researcher that

17



we should also evaluate the organisation from an external perspective through a holistic
view as well, ie an outside in approach. For example, the charitable organisation has to
manage the political, social, economic and legal challenges well in order to enhance the
effectiveness of the projects (ie PESTEL model). They cannot just focus internally and
neglect the external environments. Philanthropic foundation has to embed this holistic
perspective as part of the evaluation process. (See Exhibit 5 and 6 below for development

of research questions process used by this research proposal. Source: Luk, 2021)

Exhibit 5: Development of Research Questions and Hypotheses

Components of the
Research Problem

Objective/ .
Theoretical
Framework

w

Research Questions

Analytical
Model g

v

Hypotheses

Exhibit 6: Types of research methods: a descriptive approach will be adopted

To observe and Do case studies, Nothing Atypical sample

record behavior surveys or biased
naturalistic observations
observation

To detect naturally  Compute Nothing Does not specify

occurring statistical cause and effect

rclationships; to association,

assess how well one  sometimes

variable predicts among survey

another responses

To explore cause Manipulate one  The Sometimes not

and effect or more factors; independent feasible; results
use random variable(s) may not
assignment generalize to

other contexts
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CHAPTER SIX
RESEARCH METHODLOGY
This paper aims at applying the 3H framework (Heart-Head-Hand) (Yu, 2019) to
review and reflect on the funding evaluation process of foundations. It will also review the
strategic generation process of charitable organisations and attempts to examine and reflect
on the strengths and weaknesses towards a more holistic approach to enhance the funding

evaluation framework for philanthropic foundations.

PILOT SURVEY

This research is a qualitative inductive research study. A pilot survey is
conducted for the purpose to this research proposal to confirm the possibility to continue
the exploration of this research topic. This pilot survey also confirms the basic research
problem and a general consensus of our hypothesis. (See further details in Appendix 1 and
2). This survey was conducted from 5 — 12 August and a total of 30 participants are invited
to participate in this questionnaire survey. A response rate of 83% is achieved (ie 25
participants have responded by 12 August.) The sample is selected from the philanthropic
sector in Hong Kong which include private, corporate and family foundations, charitable
trust, academia, donor advised funds, philanthropic consultant and intermediaries, NGOs
and one UN agency (from a funder’s perspective). (See Exhibit 7 for the pilot survey’s top
line summary, Exhibit 8 for participants’ list and full survey details in Appendix 2).

Based on the limited sample from the professionals and practitioners from the
philanthropic sector in Hong Kong, it is observed that 100% of the respondents agree that
impact measurement and evaluation framework can make foundations and organisations
more efficient and effective. In addition, 100% also consider that a good management in
philanthropic foundation is ‘both an art and science of getting things done effectively and
efficiently through people and other required resources guided by strategic and operational
capabilities of the organisation.” (Cheung & Yu, 2020, p.249)

In addition, the pilot study also confirms that the basic assumptions of the 3H
framework is generally accepted by the sample respondents. 82% of the respondents agree
that philanthropic foundations always have genuine motives for giving but people too often

let their philanthropy be guided by their hearts alone. Hence, deciding what need to do to
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make change happen is a strategic choice and a holistic view that requires the head, heart

and hand. (ie 3H approach).

Exhibit 7: Top line summary of pilot survey

On 5 August, a pilot survey with a total of 33 questions was prepared by the
researcher and sent to 30 potential respondents. A total of 25 responses are received by 12
August and the response rate is 83%. (See Appendix 1 and 2 for details of questionnaire
and survey results).

B ves

B e

541550}

9.09%

. Strongly agree

B Agree

Meutral

. Disagree

B Strongly disagree

©JOJOJO,

OEOOG

12%

Q6: The foundation jorganization does not have an
evaluation officer/team dedicated to impact measurement or
research

72%

Q10: Evaluated the organizational capacities (Head / H2) of
their potential grantees such as NGOS.

Q12: Evaluated the leadership/ staff competencies (Heart / H1) or
arganizational culture of their potential grantees such as NGOs

67%

14: Evaluated the operational competencies or capacities
(Hand/ H3) of their potential grantees such as NGOs

95% agrees

Q26: Impact measurement and evaluation framework can
make foundations/ organization more effective and efficient.

91% agrees

Q27: There is a pressing need to build sector capacity and
strengthen the evaluation methodsy framework for
philanthropic foundations and/or NGO.

100%

Q28: A good management in philanthropic organization is both an

art and science of getting things done effectively and efficiently

through people and other required resources guided by strategic &

100%

Q29: Competent strategists in foundation are required to adopt a
halistic manner to envision the overall business environment and
social trends, identify opportunities, foresee challenges and threats
as well as to effectively respond faster than others in order to
address the sodial needs.
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27:275) 18.18%  19.09%

1501007} 13.64%1’.5%
5070025 18.18%

1) HK wide government controlled charities regulator

2) Stakeholder Engagement

3) Listen to the voices of users/ bring voice of the beneficianes to the table

4) Hire the nght team / But the industry is very short of talent in the sector

5) Avoid over elaborate systems, simplify where possible

. Strongly agree . Agree Neutral B Disagree k4] Strongly disagree

Exhibit 8: Pilot Survey- Participants’ List

OJOJOXO

73% agrees

Q30: Making money is far easier than giving it away effectively. in
business, you go after the low-hanging fruit, whereas in
philanthropy you are trying to tackle problems that are inherently
difficult and long term..

82 % agrees

Q31: Philanthropic Foundations always have genuine motives for giving, but
people too often let their philanthropy be guided by their hearts alone.
Deciding what you will do to make change happen is a strategic choice and
a holistic view that requires your head, your heart and your hand.

82% agrees

Q 32: Foundations and charities are learning, if you want to do
good, you have to do well. You have to work just as hard at giving
away money as you do at making it.

Comments:

Q33: What additional suggestions do you have for strengthening
evaluation practices among foundations/funders in Hong Kong?

83% Completion Rate : 25 out of 30 invitees responded!

Invited : 30 Participated: 25

Invited Participants:

+ Philanthropic Foundations ( eq Croucher Foundation/ Chow Tai Fok

» Charitable Trust (eq HK Jockey Club Charities Trust/ Community Chest/ Zonta

NT Charities Trust)

+ Corporate Foundation (eg Disney Foundation/ Hang Seng Bank/ Swire Trust)

= NGOs (Iag Make a Wish Foundation/ St James Settlement/ HK Sheng Kung
Hui Welfare Foundation/ HK Youth Federation Group/ Youth Square).

= UN Agency (eg UNICEF HK)

+ Donor Advised Fund/ Philanthropic advisors / Consultants (eg AVPN/ CAPs)
= Stakeholders (eqg academic/ Chicago Booth Business School)

It is the current intention of the study that a qualitative research design will be
conducted. This will gain insights about the respondents think and feel and may result in a
grounded theory based on the 3H framework. The grounded theory research method
will be conceived for this study — process-driven to understand the “how to” part of the
research question. (See Exhibit 9 below for more details of the qualitative research).
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General Principles of Qualitative
Research Design

Naturalistic
Mo reduction during data collection
Validity
Allows participants to challenge the researcher’s assumptions
Collects data in the settings with high ecological validity
Ensure reflexivity
Reliability
Only if generalization is of concern
Replications are possible for appropriate and vigorous methods
Representativeness
Only if generalization is of concern
Accumulative techniques
Role of participants
Feminist approach: can contribute to the analysis of their data
Memory work: researchers are the participants
Conversation analysis: participants do not involve in the analysis

Exhibit 9: Qualitative Research Method (Source: Luk, 2021, L ecture notes)

SAMPLING METHOD
This research will utilise semi-structured interviews and survey questionnaires
as the core method for data collection. Focus group may be conducted if possible. Invited
participants and samples would be professional practitioners from the philanthropic or
charitable sector such as foundations (private/corporate/family), funders, grant-makers,
donors advised fund, charitable trusts, NGOs leadership, academia and other relevant
stakeholders from the field. As advised by Professor Luk, we will also include the

beneficiaries into this sample. (See Exhibit 8 above)

Purposeful sampling, snowball sampling and theoretical sampling will be used
throughout the study. For snowball sampling, an initial group pf respondents will be
selected randomly in the philanthropic sector. After being interviewed, these respondents
will be asked to identify others who belong to the target sector or players in the learning
community or ecosystem. Subsequent respondents are selected based on the referrals.
Access to documents, giving records, public records of archival materials from

interviewees will be sought for triangulation, though they may not be always available.
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Field notes, journals, articles and publications will also be used for reflexivity, self-
reflection and bias, if any,
COLLECTION OF DATA

As discussed, a descriptive research method will be used for this study. There are
three basic collection methods to be used in this approach, namely, observation, case study
and survey. This research will primarily focus on survey and case study.

A case study will be conducted with a detailed examination of the two selected
projects and analyse through the lens of 3H conceptual framework. There are numerous
advantages to use a case study approach. The research can maintain great level of flexibility
and conduct an in depth view for the cases. It will also help develop hypotheses and provide
external validity. However, the researcher has to take note that a case study approach may
not be able to provide a ready casual conclusion and there may be lack of generalizability
and potential for observer bias.

Survey is a generally acceptable research method. It is a way of communication
between the researcher and the respondent. The research asks the respondent a number of
questions and the respondent answers these questions by choosing one answer from several
options. (See Exhibit 10 below for survey method).

Exhibit 10: A Classification of Survey Method

A Classification of Survey Methoc
Survey CB)
Methods
Telephone Personal Mail
In-Home Mall‘ Computer-Assisted
Intercept | | Personal
l l Interviewing
Traditional | [Computer-Assisted l .
Telenh Telephone Mail Mail
e I phone Interview Panel
nterviewing

(Source: Luk, 2021, Lecture Notes)

23



For the survey questions, this research will use the Likert scale for the
questionnaire. It will be similar to the pilot survey questionnaire (See p. 14 and Appendix
1). The Likert scale requires the respondents to indicate a degree of agreement or
disagreement with each of a series of statements about the stimulus objects. This scale is

easy to construct, administer and understand but can be more time consuming to analyse.

ETHICS ISSUES
The research will take note of potential ethical issues related to qualitative research.
For example, the survey or interview will ensure the privacy right of all respondents and
all necessary consent will be duly sought. The comfort level of the respondents will be
fully addressed in interviews. Video or audio taping will only be pursued subject to the
prior knowledge and full consent of the respondents. If debriefing sessions will be
conducted, respondents will be informed about the true purpose and given opportunities to

ask all questions, just to name a few.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
LITERATURE REVIEWS
Over the decades, there have been an extensive range of management, leadership
and strategic planning definitions and literature. This research study will take a deep dive
overview of key theories in related areas. This will form a basis of analysis and
understanding of the fundamental management and leadership theories. This stage of
research will be useful and fundamental and this review will align with the theories applied
in 3 H conceptual framework. (See Exhibit 11 below).
Exhibit 11: The Evolution of Management Theory
The Evolution of Management Theory

—

[ |

| | I | I I I | | 1
1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000

Five Major Schoaols of Management Thought

MANAGEMENT SCHOOLS Begiming Dates Emphasis

CLASSICALSCHOOL Monaging workers and organizations more eficiently.
Scienti hic Maragerment 1880s
Administrative Management 19403
Bureaucratic Management 15200

BEHAVIORAL SCHOOL Understanding human behavior in the organization.
Human Relations 15305
Beharioral Scence 1950s

QUANTITATIVE SCHOOL Inereasing quality of managerial decision-making

through the application of mathema tical and

A— - statistical methods.
Opemtions Managerment 13402
Marmagement Inlonmation Systems 1950519708
SYSTEMS SCHOOL 15505 Understanding the organization as a system that
transforms inputs into outputs while in constant
interaction withits' environment.
CONTINGENCY SCHOOL 19600 Applying management prnoiples and processes as

dictated by the urique chamcteristios of each situation

(Source: Yu E, 2021, Lecture Notes, p.7-8)
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An extensive desktop research on the relevant management theories (as above) will
be conducted by the researcher. The study will reflect critically on the evolution of
contemporary management theory and the relevance of these theories to actual
management practices and relevance to the 3H theory.

3H FRAMEWORK

The question of what constitutes a good management is a basic fundamental
question which is always asked by academia and business practitioners, as in this study, by
philanthropic foundation. According to Yu (2019), “a good management is an art and
science of getting things done effectively and efficiently through people and other required
resources guided by the 3H framework.” We have also included a similar statement in our
pilot survey (Refer to Q28 in App 1) and 100% of the respondent agree with this statement.

3H framework is also a mind-set for managing people and organisational issues in
a holistic manner. (Yu, 2019). Each H domain of the 3H framework has an array of
established theoretical groundworks rooted from well-established literatures in respective
fields. Take for instance, the detailed works of Bass (1995; 2010) can provide a good
theoretical basis of transformational leadership, which forms a key part of H1 Heart
domain. Strategic planning for H2 Head domain can be represented by Mintzberg (1987;
1994) whereas competence H3 Hand domain by Barney (1996; 2001). (Cheung & Yu,
2020, p.249)

We will also study the perspective of Nicholls (1994). Instead of separating the
domains into 3 categories, he focused on creating a construct of leadership with three
perspectives- inspirational, strategic and supervisory. Inspirational leadership focuses on
people’s personal beliefs while the other two focus on organisation and the operation. On
the contrary, Yu (2019)’s 3H framework is a methodology for managing people and
organisational issues in a holistic way to ensure individual performance and in turn the
entire organisational performance can be efficiently and effectively managed. (Yu, 2021,
p.9) This conceptual framework is using metaphoric expressions of Heart, Head and Hand
to represent the vital dimensions of people, organisation and competence respectively. A
holistic solution to manage people and organisation issues means all 3-H dimensions have
to be effectively and efficiently well-integrated and coordinated in order to create the bets
organisational performance. (Yu, 2021) (See Exhibit 12.1 and 12.2 below)
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Exhibit 12.1: 3H Conceptual Framework for our research to review the funding

evaluation framework for philanthropic foundations

3H Conceptual Framework
OP = f (H'NH2 NH?3)

°

HEAD
HZ

Heart-Head-Hand (3H)

Heart

Conceptual Framework* "

Exhibit 12.2: 3H Evaluation framework

3H Framework: Organisaton performance, the dependent variabie, is a function of the complements among Heart (H1), Head (H2) and Hand (H3)
independent variables of that foundation. OP = { (H17H2 NH3)

Description: 3H domains is hypothesised positively correlated with the organisational / foundation performance.

The EMOTIONS about why the H'= Heart domain (people related: emotional appeal,

eople are important for . . . . =
e T s leading, motivating and engaging people abilities)

H2= Head domain (strategic, organisation and business
The LOGIC about why the - : A . A
strategic planning et are model related: logical & strategic planning, organisational
g design, cognitive abilities)

KSOWLEDGE of what 10 60 1o H* = Hand domain (task-oriented issues and competence
SUPPOTThe parfommance related: operational/functional skills & abilities).

Source: Exhibits developed by student based on 3H framework (Yu, 2021).
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3H FRAMEWORK WITH SCENARIOS
Yu’s 3H framework is an algebraic expression which helps conceptualise the
functional relationship of the 3 H domains. (Yu, 2020, p.83). Organisation performance
(ie NGO or grantees) (OP), the dependent variable, is a function of the complements
among Heart (HY), Head (H?) and Hand (H®) independent variables of that organisation.
This functional relationship will help the philanthropic foundation to better evaluate the

OP of the grantees and make their donations or projects more efficient and effective.

OP = f(H'NH? NH?)
OP= Organisation Performance
N= Complement to integrate and connect

H'!= Heart domain (emotional appeal, leading, motivating and engaging people’s
abilities)

H?= Head domain (logical, strategic appeal, planning, organizational, cognitive abilities)

H3= Hand domain (competence appeal, operational/ functional abilities).

Each H’s domain carries different weights. In this study, each H domain should
(ideally) carry equal weight so that the organisation/grantee will be best equipped to deliver
the pledged outcome and output for the charitable projects funded by respective
philanthropic foundation with an aim to achieve better and more for the public good. The
Venn diagram (See Exhibit 13 below) illustrates the necessary and sufficient conditions
(independent and moderating variables) contributing to effective and efficient
organization performance (dependent variable).

Figure 13: Venn Diagram — The necessary and sufficient conditions for holistic

organisation performance to deliver the best social benefits for projects funded by

philanthropic foundation

(Source: Yu,2020)
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Based on Yu’s framework (2020), four case scenarios resulting from different H
domains interceptions can be deducted and created. They can fulfil the necessary and
sufficient conditions. Case 1 will be the ideal stage when all 3 H domains will be achieved
by the organisation. (See Exhibit 14 - Venn diagram in details to visualise the performance
of relevant NGOs/Grantees.)

Exhibit 14: Venn diagram for Philanthropic Foundation

3H Framework’s Venn Diagram for Philanthropic Foundation

Case 4 Case 3

Committed and
capable NGOs, but
not sure how to
strategize or manage

Committed NGOs and
well planned but don't
know how to execute

it right the right thing
(H1n H2)-H3 (H1n H3)-H2
5 H3 Case 1
Uncommitted NGOs Hand i

capable NGOs of
managing the right
thing

(H1n H2n H3)

but capable of
managing the right
thing

(H2n H3)-H1

LITERATURE OVERVIEW

There are a few existing evaluation framework generally used by philanthropic
foundations in evaluating performance of grantees and NGOs’ performance. (Please see
Exhibit 15 for existing models). The study will conduct an in-depth analysis of relevant
models. A detailed reference list of some of the literature is summarised in Appendix 3.
There are also a few research and non-profit think tanks which specialise in evaluation
process for foundations, such as Council on Foundations, Centre for Effective
Philanthropy, Bridgespan group, Centre for Asian Philanthropy and Society (CAPS), Asian
Venture Philanthropy Network (AVPN), Foundation Exchange and various relevant
institutions. Extensive desktop research will be conducted and interviews will be sought

with all key players as much as possible. They will also be included in the survey sample.
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Exhibit 15: Evaluation Models Commonly used by the philanthropic sector

15.1 Case Sample- Project monitoring and evaluation hierarchy used by philanthropic

funder

High

Measure of change
A

Level of Difficulty

Measure of execution
I

Low

© Process / Activities

© 'mpact

Impact-level indicators measure the ultimate sustainable
changes that are likely generated by the programme

© Outcome

Outcome-level indicators measure the immediate
observable results generated by programme outputs, and
often correspond to changes in people’s behaviour as a
result of programme activities

© Output

Output-level indicators measure the quantity and quality
of goods and services resulting from programme
activities; these are the direct and early results of an
intervention that are necessary, but not sufficient, to
produce outcomes and impacts

Process-level indicators measure the progress of
activities in a programme and how effectively they are
carried out

© Input |

Input-level indicators measure the guantity, quality, and
timeliness of resources provided for a programme to
implement activities

(Source: HKJC’s presentation to HKCSS)

15.2 Outcome Indicator Framework BACK(S)- target key drivers of behavioral changes

led. Learning is
Knowle ge achieved by doing . ) . o .
Increased knowledge on a Sustained behaviour
topic prompts intended results in long-term
) behaviour change condition change
Increased openness or -

curiosity toward a topic
prompts further research

Acquisition of
knowledge changes
attitudes

Attitude

Experience fosters
greater appreciation
or interest

(Source: HKJC presentation to HKCSS)

Shifts in attitude (e.g., more
positive perception) prompts
intended behaviour change

tracking period)

* “C” can sometimes be the
primary objective for some
projects (e.g. homeless shelter)
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realising condition change within



15.3 BACKS Indicators

Case Sample: BACKS indicators can apply to the evaluation of charities projects

Arts, Environ-
Sports & " Education
n = c':'lunu: SR PI'DIO;'OI'I

{ % increase in beneficiaries who demonstrate the intended behavioural change

\ % increase in average amount of time beneficiaries spend on the intended behaviour |

| % increase in beneficiaries who express confidence in themselves or in their abilities |

| % increase in beneficiaries who express an interest, desire, or motivation toward an activity |

| % increase in beneficiaries who express an intended change in perception |

| % of beneficiaries whose circumstances has changed as a result of the project |

{ % of beneficiaries whose status has changed as a result of the project I

{ % increase in beneficiaries who can accurately articulate key information about a topic I

[ % increase in beneficiaries who have acquired a new skill at a proficient level l

mmmm

\ % increase in beneficiaries with enhanced capacity or capabilities |

(Source: HKJC presentation to HKCSS)
15.4 “K-A-B” of “K-A-P” Framework used in Social Science

R P A A
SR
Thematic Household Survey

MINISTRY OF HEALTH D, N A
} v s Report No. 41
— m — m National Knowledge,

L g

e edge

Knowledge - Attitude - Behaviour (KAB) Model

affocts leading to change of

2 == Attitudes and Practices SRREN R
a (KAP) Study on Ebola Virus Health Statss of Hong Kong Residents
3 SRR IR
Disease in Liberia Dector Consultation
ALREIH,
Hospitalisation

March 2015
RRFREHOR
Deatal Consultaticn
L G L0 R MO RS T DL
S AR BT IS 08 960450 et o
iplay g

B - BERTTR
Kimwlodge, Attt and Practics of Medical Checkup

——

EMBERRERLEFTHAE
(KAP, Knowledge, Attitude, and
Practice of Contraception)

unicef &

The importance of food safety
knowledge, attitudes and Practices

é i
se3s
Ii®
it

]

93.07.23 ' (KAP) among food handlersin the ?
region
= WHO/EMRO regional meeting

57 Apsil in Amman

D Faa-higheil, M., MIFST
- __ PAD omidbe, Schocd of Mologial sclmces. Pl asiver sy
ke DFK for Saf

Presentation Source: HK Council of Social Science, Presentation made by HK Jockey
Club Charities Trust to HKCSS (2017)
http://ebp.hkcss.org.hk/ppt/conference/2017_1/Session3/Bryan_and_Ada.pdf
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This research will also review the strategy generation model for NGOs and
grantees. The strategic generation model is important for every organisation especially for
the charitable sector. The pilot study conducted for this research proposal has confirmed
this initial view from philanthropic foundations and sectors’ leaders. Strategic insight is
basically referring to the H2 domain of the 3H framework. We will apply relevant models
such as PESTEL, SWOT, Porter’s five forces model, and balanced scorecard application
to further evaluate the capabilities of organisations. This can form a more extensive
evaluation framework for foundation’s consideration when they are reviewing the funding
decisions and evaluation process in making donations and grants. (See Exhibit 15 below

for strategic generation.)

Exhibit 16: Stages of Strategic Management

STAGES OF STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT

Strategy Strategy Strategy

formulation implementation evaluation

(Source: David F & David F (2017) 1°

Figure 4 is a very good assumption and literature mapping table developed by Yu
(Yu, 2021) to establish the underlying assumptions of the 3H framework for applying in a
research study. This study will leverage this consolidated basis developed by Yu.

10 David, Fred R. & David, Forest R. (2017), Strategic Management: A Competitive Advantage Approach-
Concepts and Cases, 16th edn. Pearson. And Professor Peter Fong’s lecture notes. (March 2021)
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The 3H framework will primarily focus on the leadership/competencies/operation
capabilities of the organisation in this study. From the foundation’s perspective, they will
also be interested to know the NGOs’ abilities to respond and manage risk generated from
the external environment. Hence, the researcher will also analyse the organisation’s
competencies with other evaluation tools such as PESTEL, SWOT, Porter’s five forces and
balanced scorecard. This can be simply categorised as the 4" H with a specific view to
embed an all-rounded and holistic evaluation process on the organization performance. All
these theories will be explored in the context of the funding process.

Figure 17: PESTEL an SWOT Framework

PESTEL Objective

Economic

SWOT Analysis
2
(<] STRENGTHS
The philanthropic Potential weakness areas of
foundation will need to relevant organizations need to
evaluate the strength of be addressed and evaluated
the NGOs

Opportunities for the Any external or internal

development and growth threats which might impact the.
of respective NGOs will performance of the
also be considered organization|

OPPORTUNITIES / \ THREATS /\
&
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CHAPTER EIGHT
CASE STUDIES
THE HONG KONG JOCKEY CLUB CHARITIES TRUST (HKJC)

The paper will also apply the 3H conceptual framework to analyse two case studies
specifically chosen by the researcher. The 3H framework and 3 domains will be well tested
and analysed by these special case studies. Project information will be assessed from the
public domain and desk top research will be used. However, researcher will try to secure
interviews with the Charities Trust to get an in-depth study of their funding framework and
evaluation of NGOs’ performance. As mentioned in Exhibit 12.2, each scenario and all
independent variables will be examined. And it is expected that case/scenario 1 can be
achieved by one of these case studies. Below is a brief summary of the two case studies.

CASE STUDY 1
Jockey Club Autism Support Network (JC-A Connect)

Autism Spectrum Disorder (“ASD”) is a neurodevelopmental disorder that involves
persistent deficits in social communication and interaction across multiple contexts.
Neurodevelopmental impairments in communication, social interaction and unusual ways
of perceiving and processing information can seriously hinder the daily functioning of
people with ASD and impede their educational and social attainments. There has been a
global trend of rising number of people diagnosed with ASD in recent years.

In Hong Kong, ASD students with average or above intelligence are educated in
mainstream schools in Hong Kong under the Integrated Education policy. According to the
Education Bureau (“EDB”), the number of students with ASD in public primary and
secondary schools has increased from 2,050 in 2009/10 to 7,820 in 2016/17, showing a
nearly fourfold increase in seven years. With a reported number of 11,870 ASD students
in the 2020/21 school year, the number is projected to further increase significantly at a
rate of 15 per cent per year in the coming few years. (Please see Exhibit 17)

Launched in 2015 with a total donation of $410.95 million, JC A-Connect is a
Project initiated and convened by HKJC and the first large-scale out-of-class supplemental
intervention programme for students with ASD, which aims to provide holistic support

for children with ASD studying in mainstream schools and to enhance the capacities of
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teachers, parents, schools, and non-governmental organisations (“NGOs”) to provide
continued support for them.

The 3H conceptual framework will be deployed to analyse the objective, targets,
deliverables and most important of all, funding framework for this project. This project can
provide a strong basis to prove that the 3 H domains (H*, H?, H%) can be fully implemented
by the funder. Each domain can complement each other in order to maximum the dependent
variable (OP) so as to maximum the social impacts and benefits for the ACD children in
Hong Kong.

Exhibit 18: HKJC’s JC A Connect Project

Case Study 1 : JC A Connect

their learning and adaptation to the mainstream society

expectise to render appropnate support to ASD children
Project Design

Teachers and parents express constraints in their capabdity and

mainstream school system:
+ Schoolbased coaching programme

’ Basic Information
v
‘ ¢ Name: )C A-Connect
* Theme: Rehabilitation [SEN), Education
* Donation amount: S168M (Phase 1) + 5243M (Phase 2)
Soclal Issues

* Autism Spectrum Disorder [“ASD”) is the 3rd largest type of
Special Educational Needs (“SEN") in Hong Kong

* An annual nse of 10-15% ASD students in mainstream schools,
with 85% of mainstream schools are required to support ASD
students

* ASD children require contnucus and specific support to facllitate

. | .

* Family support and parent education

J C A_Co nnec t . « Expertise building and talent development
2 e * Resource development and dissemination
Jockey Club Autism Support Network s

HESEHRTEE

Source: HKJC’s Case Study- JC A Connect (2017)
CASE STUDY 2
Covid 19- Emergency Relief Fund
HKJC had set up a $50 million COVID-10 Emergency Fund (Fund) to provide local
communities with emergency support in preventing and mitigating the health and societal
impact caused by the COVID-19 infection. On 25 January 2020, the Hong Kong

Government declared the highest response level of its preparedness and response plan for
a novel infectious disease of public health significance, indicating a high and imminent risk
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of COVID-19’s health impact on the Hong Kong population. As the situation evolves into
an epidemic with multiple community outbreaks and a high attack rate in the population,
it could overwhelm the healthcare system and lead to a shortage of medical supplies and
territory-wide disruptions. This Fund was then set up on 14 February 2020 to empower
eligible community organisations to support vulnerable groups of the society in this time

of public health emergency. The Fund was in operation until 30 June 2020.

As of 5 March 2020
v" Approved total donation of in Trust funding
v Over 8.8 million™ masks and some 500,000 care packs to be donated

v" Empowered over 110 NGOs and service centres for distribution and
community engagement

* Of which 680,000 masks were donated directly from the Club to the community

Exhibit 19: HKJC’s Covid-19 Emergency Fund

The Hong Kong Jockey Club
Initiatives to Support Community Amidst COVID-19

1st Wave (announced on 14 and 21 February 2020)

= A
e s

Donation of 680,000 Introduction of a special Funding of

masks to the Hospital “CovID-19  to NGOs to provide care
Authority and the Emergency Fund” to provide packs to homebound elderly
neediest sectors of the emergancy grants for 84 and the disabled

community projects from 83 organisations

so far
2nd Wave [announced on & March 2020}

&
ST
Datk Support 100,000

Capital injection of pledgaed to underprivileged primary and
another the Hong Kong Council of Social  secondary schoaol students
to “COVID-19 Emergency SE-r'_u'ice_for the distribution of for e-learning over internet
Fund® anti-epidemic care packs to for two months.

people from vulnerable groups.  Educational video clips

Total of 670,000 people to be  available to 30,000 cross-
benefitted boundary students
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CHAPTER NINE
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE STUDY

This study aims to review the strategic funding framework for foundations. The
basic purpose of this paper is to develop an understanding of the existing evaluation
framework for philanthropic foundations. Its intended finding is to develop e new paradigm
for the sector if the 3H conceptual framework can actually provide an alternative funding
evaluation framework.

This may able to provide a holistic perspective to evaluate the capacities and
competencies of NGOs/ grantees. If more capable organisations can be identified, the
projects could create more social benefits for the community in Hong Kong. This will
maximise the impacts of our donation which has always been the goal for most
philanthropic foundation or funders. This will be the ultimate strength of this study.

However, this study will only be carried out in the context of Hong Kong and the
sample base will also be limited to the philanthropic foundations and NGOs locally. More
research work can be considered for other countries (especially Asian countries) by
leveraging this funding framework or this mind-set of reasoning and evaluation. For
example, the cultural dimension of philanthropy can always be a research area of interest.
Is there any difference between east and west in doing philanthropy? Will there be any
cultural difference in the funding evaluation mind-set or framework between different
countries? While adopting or adapting Western concepts or values in philanthropy, ethnic
Chinese families and individuals are noting differences and challenges. (Harper, 2020,
p.141) “In addition to their own underlying values, worldviews, cultural traditions, social
norms, and historical legacies, the legal or political constraints of their countries may not
naturally fit with Western perspectives in philanthropy.” (Harper, 2019)

There are many research topics in the field of philanthropy which need to be further
explored or studied. Is there an ‘Asian way’ to carry out philanthropy? Harper also
highlights other issues or concepts in her dissertation. For example, Asian Giving face and
Saving Face, Familial and Ancestral Memory, Pragmatic versus Rational, East-West

values. (Harper, 2019)** All foundations can do good but can also do well.

11 Harper Tan Marina (2019). A friend of the researcher and she is a professional and veteran practitioner in
the philanthropic sector. She is now working as a senior director for advancement at the University of
California, Davis. Her PhD dissertation was completed in August 2019 with Indiana University.
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CHAPTER TEN
INTENDED FACTS/CONCLUSION

“The most terrible thing about the spectacular scenes of destruction that have
played out around the world over the past weeks is that there seems to be no safe place
from which to observe them. The ground under the German town of Erftstadt is torn apart
like tissue paper by flood waters; Lytton in British Columbia is burned from the map just
a day after setting a high temperature record; cars float like dead fish through the streets-
turned-canals in the Chinese city of Zhengzhou.” *? Environmental issue is just the tip of
the iceberg. There are many other issues faced by our youth, elderly, special needs children
and actually all segments of the population in every country, every city.

Just last year, Covid-19 has kept one third of the world population homebound
during the pandemic. It is the humble wish of the student that philanthropy can play a small
part to alleviate the situation slightly and they can do more good for the community.

A review of foundations’ funding evaluation framework can help allocate the
scared resources to respective organisation/NGOs which can demonstrate or achieve better
performance and hence, create more social impacts and benefits to the community. The 3H
conceptual framework is the basis of this study and based on the field work such as survey,
interviews, case studies and desk-top research, we aim to establish this correlation.

However, more research and studies need to be done in the future to consolidate
this concept and view with more real cases and eventual development of a theory or model.
This will benefit the philanthropic sector, not just in Hong Kong but around the world.

One of the most valuable times to assess a grant is before it’s made.
But donors- whether individuals, families or foundations-
can consider assessment at any time. As a form of due diligence

with grantee partners, it is a natural part of thoughtful, effective philanthropy.

(Rockefeller Philanthropy Advisors, 2021)

12 The Economist, (24 July 2021 Edition), “No Safe Place- the extreme of flood and fires are not going
away, but adaptation can lessen their impact.”
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SUMMARY OF FIGURES

Figure 1: World’s Top Private Foundation or Donors List (2019/2020)

RANK, ORGANISATION (COUNTRY) FOUNDED  $2019/20* % CHANGE
1. Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (USA) $4.16bn 10%

3. Novamedia/Postcode Lotteries (Netherlands) $895.9m 7%
5. Lilly Endowment (USA) $542.8m 9%
7. William and Flora Hewlett Foundation (USA) $454.5m 9%
9. David and Lucile Packard Foundation (USA) 1964 $3333m %
11. La Caxia Foundation (Spain) 1990 $302.4m 3%
13, Oak Foundation (Switzerland) 1983 $294m -18%
15. Helmsley Trust (USA) 2011 $279m 13%

17. Children’s Investment Fund Foundation (UK) 2002 $254.1m  18%

19, WK Kellogg Foundation (USA) 1930 $219.8m  -36%

Source: https://www.cityam.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/\World-19 20-scaled.jpg

46


https://www.cityam.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/World-19_20-scaled.jpg

Figure 2: Philanthropic Foundations around the world

Foundations around the world
Institutional philanthropy has a global reach. 260,358 foundations in 38 countries and Hong Kong were identified,
representing only a partial picture of the sector.

B = asla & Padfic Europs Latnamerca [ mddiecast [ worth america
Horth Amerlca 91,850 Europe 154271 Germany* 20,700 Riusslan Federation® 7 4394 Buistria* 701
Hungary* 0ETE  Italye 6220  Eelgum* ag]
Usa, 85,203 Paland* 18,135 Turkey 5075 Portugal* a0
Canada 5,847 Switzerland 17,110 Frarce 4,546 slovak Rapublic* 76
Swadan* 13,700 Firlared * 1,530 Croatla* 226
United KIngdom* 12,753 Morway* 1,500 Ukrange* 110
Spain® #8856  Czach Republic* 2,084 Ireland* 40
Metherlands* 7.500 Bulgaria* 1,735
* Source: DAFME, hittpddafne-onlne ewcountry_profilet
.4
- 3
Asla 13,170

China 5,587
‘ Aystrala 5,000

Hongkong 2,000

India 583
Latin &merca B59 v
Colombla 10 Middle East 161
Brazil 25| Africa 47
Mexlco 336 Saudl Arabla 121
Nigeria 26 # LAE a0
E;-I,I_,E ];E South &frica 21

Argenting 120

Source: Paula D. Johnson (Lead Author), The Global Philanthropy Report- Perspectives
on the global foundation Sector, (2020), Harvard Kennedy School, Centre for Public
Leadership, p.13.

https://cpl.hks.harvard.edu/files/cpl/files/global_philanthropy report_final _april_2018.pd
f
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Figure 3: Comparison of Charity and Philanthropy
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Source: Laura Arrillaga-Andreessen (2011), Giving 2.0: Transform Your Giving and Our
World, 1st ed., Jossey-Bassl and internal document
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Figure 4: Summary of Useful underlying assumptions of each 3H Framework with

relevant literature — good reference
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iarant 19911
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sapgeort Brom other souress otherwise that noy be & noin case of
resElance o imnecessary wasting of resounces: and time (Kor and
Leblebied, M Melerath ef al, 1995)
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dlimrx 1 e synergrtically niegraied with oneamothes, neithes one
nor 3 couple of Hare sufficient for natiom:] projed sieces (Senge,
199 Y, 2000
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e, which will lessd to people wamied to do fhe purpessful Aght
jobe and able to do it right every tme (Carton, 2018 Sussoan o a
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APPENDIX 1
PILOT SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Survey on Evaluation Framework for Philanthropic Foundations/Organizations

Target respondents: CEO/ Senior management / Grant making executives/ Evaluation
Head of HK-based foundations or NGOs (grantees) or advisors/consultant/field experts
that primarily serve the Hong Kong community.

Duration: 15-20 mins.

Numbers of Questions: 33

Method: Link provided to invitees and survey formulated on SurveyMonkey software.
Numbers of invited participants: 30 Numbers of responses: 25

Response Rate: 83%

Questions Answers

) Foundation Characteristics

Please specify the sector or area of interest
that best describes the work/projects done
by your Foundation/Organization?

—RT T SQ P00 oW

Youth

Elderly

Sports

Arts, Culture & Heritage
Education

Medical & Health
Family Services
Environment

Mental Wellness
Poverty Alleviation

All of the above

Other, please specify (Free
text)

What is the annual giving of your
foundation? (HK$)

<$10m

$10-100m

>$100m

Other, please specify (Free
text)

- Cannot say
How many staff do you have in your a. Lessthan 10
foundation/ organization? b. 11-50

c. 51-100

d. 101-500

e. Other (Please specify)
Which of the followings is your foundation's f. Individual(s)
biggest source of income/funds? g. Family
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h. Corporates
i. Government
J

. Institutional funding
k. Other funding sources,

please
specify:
|. Cannot say
5 | Which of the following change happened in | - Organization-wide strategic
your foundation during the last 3 years? planning or strategy afresh
- Organization or staff restructuring
- Change in priority issues within
program areas
- Change in grant-making system
Oor process
-Change in evaluation system or
funding framework
-Change in program areas
- CEO transition
- Change in Board Composition
-Change in mission
Other, please specify (Free text)
(111)  Organizing/ Responsibilities
for Evaluation
6 | Does your organization have an "evaluation | Yes
officer" (or person / team dedicated to No
impact measurement or research)?
7 | Who is primarily responsible for evaluation | a. Service team / programme staff
work in your foundation/organization? b. Senior management (Executive
and Service Heads)
c. Grant-making staff
d. Evaluation staff
e. Administrative staff
f. Board of directors
g. Finance staff
h. No one in the organization
i. Other, please specify (free text)"
8 | For (6) above, do the staff also have Yes
programmatic grant making responsibilities? | No
9 | Do you have staff who were responsible for | Yes
supporting /learning separate from No
evaluation?
(IV) Evaluation Framework
10 | Do you evaluate the organizational Yes
capacities of your potential grantees such as | No

NGOs?
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If Yes, - Vision and mission

Please choose the areas which you will -Organizational design
focus on or interested in related to your -Organizational structure
grantees? -Strategic management capacities

-Strategic planning process
-Annual planning policies
-Management planning & control
-Risk management capacities
-Other, please specify (Free text)

Do you evaluate the leadership/staff Yes
competencies or organizational culture of No
your potential grantees eg NGOs?

If Yes, - Organizational behavior (eg focus

Please choose the areas which you will on staff motivation, emotion,

focus on or interested in related to the commitment, engagement,

grantees? satisfaction, loyalty, trust )
-Organizational culture/ core
values

- Leadership abilities or capacities
- Leadership values

- Collaboration

- Respect for people

- Staff empowerment
/accountability

- Agility or resilience

-Other, please specify (Free text):

Do you evaluate the operational Yes
competencies or capacities of your potential | No
grantees eg NGOs?

If Yes, please choose the areas which you - Operational readiness
will focus on or interested in related to the - HR function / staff capacities
grantees? - Finance or IT abilities
- Management processes &
systems

- Established organizational
processes, policies and
procedures

- Legal Compliances

- Crisis management or
emergency preparedness

- Past successful projects for
references
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- Other, please specify (free
text):

16

How commonly is Impact Measurement
applied in your Foundation to evaluate the
effectiveness of your donations (inc work
and project)?

a. We measure the outcome or
impact of our donation for a small
proportion of our projects /
activities

b. We measure the outcome or
impact of our donation for about
half of our projects / activities

c. We measure the outcome or
impact of our donation for all or
nearly all of our projects / activities
d. We do not measure the outcome
or impact of our donation

17

Has the amount of effort your foundation
puts into measuring its impact changed
during the last five years?

a. Yes, we do more
b. Yes, we do less
c. No

If selected Yes, we do more: (Q17)

18

What were the main reasons for this
increase? (You may select up to 3)

a. A change in requirements

b. Impact measurement prioritized
by board / senior management

c. Hired someone with programme
evaluation/impact measurement
skills

d. Wanted to be more efficient /
keep up with best practice

f. Wanted to know the difference
our projects/programs were making
g. Wanted to improve the
effectiveness of our donations

h. Wanted to improve the
management quality of our
foundation and get things done
more effectively and efficiently

h. Other, please specify (free text)

If Selected Yes, we do less (Q17)

19

What was the main reason for this decrease?

a. A change in foundation’s
requirements

b. No longer had the knowledge /
staff to measure

c. Reduction in related funding

d. Change in priority in the
foundation/organisation

e. Did not see the value of impact
measurement or evaluation
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f. Other, please specify (free text)

20

How did your organisation/foundation
collect information about its projects /
activities in the last year? (You may select
all that apply)

a. Recorded outputs

b. Recorded outcomes and impact
c. Used case studies or interviews
d. Used focus groups

e. Used customer or user
satisfaction forms

f. Used questionnaires or surveys
designed by your organisation

g. Used standardised questions
developed and tested by
researchers or professional bodies
h. None

i. Other, please specify (free text)

21

Which, if any, of the project planning
models below has your foundation/
organisation used? (You may select all that

apply)

a. Logic model / logical frame

b. Theory of change

c. Do not use any models like these
d. Don’t know

22

Has your Foundation/ organisation used any
of the following evaluation practices? (You
may select all that apply)

a. Pre- and Post- measurements
(before and after measures) with
programme participants only

b. Studies with control groups

c. Long-term follow-up of service
users after they have stopped using
the services provided by your
organisation

d. Randomised control trials

e. Economic evaluation (e.g., SROI
or cost-benefit analysis)

f. None

g. Others, please specify (free text)

(V)  Benefits of Evaluation

23

Has measuring your foundation’s
/organisation’s impact led to any of the
following benefits? (You may select all that

apply)

a. More effective allocation of
spending and resources for our
foundation

b. Improved services and practices
c. Increased donation

d. Changes in strategy

e. More effective partnerships with
other organisations/ grantees

f. Increased publicity and
communication (including with
policymakers, grantees etc.)

g. None

h. Other, please specify (free text)
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24

How did your foundation/ organisation use
results from impact measurement in the last
year? (You may select all that apply)

a. Internal learning activities (e.g.,
project progress meetings, sharing
across service teams, post action
review, etc.)

b. Presentation or report to
stakeholders (eg Board/ founders/
donors)

c. Publicity / promotional activities
or materials

d. Presentation or sharing with
other foundations or grantees

e. Other external communications
(e.g., annual report, website, etc.)
f. Academic publications

g. Other, please specify (free text)

25

Who would you say is the primary
audience(s) for your
foundation's/organisation's impact
measurement results?

a. Board of directors

b. Senior management

c. Grantees

d. Internal staff (in your own
foundation)

e. Peer organisations (other
foundations)

f. Policymakers (incl. government)
g. NGOs/ Service deliveries
organisations

h. Other, please specify (free text)

(V1) Importance and Readiness

For each statement below, please say the
extent to which you agree or disagree:

5 - Strongly agree

4 - Agree

3 - Neutral

2 - Disagree

1 - Strongly disagree

26

Impact measurement and evaluation
framework can make foundations/
organizations more effective & efficient.

27

There is a pressing need to build sector
capacity and strengthen the evaluation
methods/framework for philanthropic
foundations and/or NGOs in HK.

28

A good management in philanthropic
foundation is both an art and science of
getting things done effectively and
efficiently through people and other required
resources guided by strategic and
operational capabilities of the organization.
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29

Competent strategists in foundation are
required to adopt a holistic manner to
envision the overall business environment
and social trends, identify opportunities,
foresee challenges and threats as well as to
effectively respond faster than others in
order to address the social needs.

30

Making money is far easier than giving it
away effectively. In business, you go after
the low-hanging fruit, whereas in
philanthropy you are trying to tackle
problems that are inherently difficult and
long term.

31

Philanthropic Foundations always have
genuine motives for giving, but people too
often let their philanthropy be guided by
their hearts alone. Deciding what you will
do to make change happen is a strategic
choice and a holistic view that requires your
head, your heart and your hand.

32

Foundations and charities are learning, if
you want to do good, you have to do well.
You have to work just as hard at giving
away money as you do at making it.

(VIl) Recommendation

33

What additional suggestions do you have for
strengthening evaluation practices among
foundations/funders in Hong Kong?

Free Text

56



Appendix 2: Pilot Survey Findings Foundation Characteristics

Ql: Please specify the sector or area of interest

that best describes the work/projects done by
your Foundation / Organisation?

whuth

44.00%

Elderly| VD%

e .00

arts, Cuirun
& b

s
]

i wat iy 24.00%

Medioal B
Health

16.00%

O

Family Sesvioe:

Ervdi i e 16.00%

aveal Wellres

e
H

R

Allwwintis) O

AL T the
abevil

24.00%

b € plas
pecty

168.00%

E
§

T L ]

Q4: Which of the following(s) is your
Foundation's biggest source of income/funds?

Individual(s) NG 4.00%
Institutional... 4.00%
Government [ 12.00%
Corporates 32.00%
Cannotsay | 0.00%

Other (please... I 15.00%

Family | 0.00%

Organizing/ Responsibilities for Evaluation

Q6: Does your organisation have an "evaluation

officer" [or person / team dedicated to impact
measurement or research)?

Senior management (Executive and...

Q2: What is the annual giving of your foundation? (HKS)
;Jnr.::’ggh:n
12.00% (3]

< §10m
22.00% (8}

=500~
3% D0 (8)
EH-100m
4. D0 (B)
Q3: How many staff do you have in your Foundation /
Organisation? -

epacify)
12.00% (3)

< lesg than 10
4 24,00% [B)

101-500
20.00% (7)

60
24.00% {8)

SH00 }

T2.00% (33

Q5: Which of the following(s) change(s) happened in
your Foundation during the last 3 years?

Organisation-wide strategic... NGNS 007
I 2 00%

0.00%

Change in Board Compaosition
Change in mission

CEO transition

Change in program areas

16.00%

I 16.00%

Change in evaluation system or... 12.00%

Change in grant-making system or_ [l 4.00%
Change in priority issues within.. [ INNENHDEEEGEGEGEGEEEE -:.00%
Organisation or staff restructuring | NGNENENGING = 00%
Other [please specify) I 12.00%

Q7: Who is primarily responsible for evaluation
work in your Foundation / Organisation?

Board of directors I 6.00%

Administrative staff  0.00%
Other (please specify) I 15.00%
No one in the organization  0.00%
Finance staff  0.00%
Evaluation staff 8.00%

Grant-making staff N 24.00%
44.00%
I 2.00%

Service team / programme staff
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Q8: For (7) above, do the staffs also have Q9: Do you have staffs who were responsible for
programmatic grant making supporting / learning separate from evaluation?

responsibilities?

g,lvglgoatygr;\fameﬁreogr:anmioml Q11: Please choose the areas which you will focus

capacities of your potential grantees such on or interested in related to your grantees?
?
as NGOs? Risk management capacities [ I 33.33%

Management planning & control [ ¥
Annual planning policies - 11.11%
Other (please specify) 22.22%
Strategic planning process 22.22%
. 44.44%
Organisational structure _ 44.44%
Organizational design - 22.22%
Vision and mission || NG 61.11%

Strategic management..

Q12: Do you evaluate the leadership/staff Q13: Please choose the areas which you will
competencies or organisational culture of focus on or interested in related to the
your potential grantees e.g. NGOs? grantees?

Agility or resilience || 20.00%
staff empowerment /... || NG 33-33%
Other (please specify) 6.67%
Respect for people 46.67%
Collaboration || 20.00%
Leadership values [l 26.67%
Leadership abilities or...

Organizational culture/ core... 60.00%

Organizational behavior (e.g.... 66.67%
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Q14: Do you evaluate the operational Q15: Please choose the areas which you will focus on
competencies or capacities of your or interested in related to the grantees?
potential grantees e.g. NGOs?
Past successful projects for references |G ;7 -
Crisis management or emergency preparedness [[TTGE 43.75%
Legal Compliances [ G s0.00%
Organizational processes, policies and... [ NG 50.00%
Management processes and systems 50.00%
Finance or IT abilities R 31.25%
HR function / staff capacities || G s0.00%
Operational readiness _ 81.25%

Other (please specify] 0.00%

Q16: How commeonly is Impact Measurement applied in your Q17: Has the amount of effort your
Foundation to evaluate the effectiveness of your donations foundation puts into measuring its impact
(inc work and project)? changed during the last five years?

We do not measure the outcome or We measure the outcome or

impact of our donation impact of our donation for a Yes, we do less
small proportion of our ”»

projects / activities

We measure the
outcome or impact
of our donation for
all or nearly all of
our projects /| —
activities

We measure the outcome
or impact of our donation
~ for about half of our
projects [ activities

Q18: What's the main reason for this increase?

Wanted to improve the management quality of our foundation... I 14.29%
Wanted to improve the effectiveness of our donations

Wanted to know the difference our projects/programs were... 50.00%
Wanted to be more efficient / keep up with best practice [T D
Hired someone with programme evaluation/impact... 0.00%
Impact measurement prioritized by board / senior management 50.00%
Achange in requirements I 21.43%
Other (please specify)  0.00%

Q19: What's the main reason for this decrease? Answered: 1 A change in foundation's requirements
Q20: How did your Foundation / Organisation collect information about its projects / activities in the last year?

Used standardised questions developed and tested... I 13.04%
Used questionnaires or surveys designed by your... NG 21.74%
Used customer or user satisfaction forms NN 30.43%
Used focus groups 13.04%
Used case studies or interviews N 30.43%
Recorded outcomes and impact | I NEEEEGEG_—_———E— G0.57%
Recorded outputs I 60.87%
Other (please specify) 17.39%
None I 4.35%
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Q21: Which, if any, of the project planning models below has your Foundation / Organisation used?

meory of chanee [T >+~
Logik model / logical frame - 17.39%

Do not use any models like
these

Q22: Has your Foundation/ organisation used any of the following evaluation practices?

A7.83%

Economic evaluation (e.g., SROI o cost-benefit analysis) [N 30.43%
Randomised control trials [ 4.35%
Long-term follow-up of service users after they have_.. [ 21.74%
Studies with control groups [l 8.70%
Pre- and Post- measurements (before and after.. |G 60.37%
None [N 34.78%
Other (please specify) [ 4.35%

Benefits of Evaluation
Q23: Has measuring your Foundation’s / Organisation’s impact led to any of the following benefits?
Increased publicity and communication (including with policymakers, grantees etc.) GG 34.78%
More effective partnerships with other organisations/ grantees |GGG 7.53%
Changes in strategy T 17.39%
Increased donation [N 17.39%
Improved services and practices 26.09%

More effective allocation of spending and resources for our foundation _

Other (please specify) 0.00%

None [N 13.04%

Q24: How did your Foundation / Organisation use results from impact measurement in the last year?
Academic publications [l 13.04%
Other external communications (e.g. annual report,... || GG 35.13%
Presentation or sharing with other foundations or grantees [ 17.39%
Publicity / promotional activities or materials |G 39.13%
Presentation or report to stakeholders (e.g. Board /... [ NKTGNGGEGEGEEERS
Internal learning activities (e.g. project progress meetings,... 65.2 29

Other (please specify) 4.35%
Q25: Who would you say is the primary audience(s) for your Foundation's / Organisation’s impact

measurement results? NGOs/ Service deliveries organisations | 17.39%
Policymakers (incl. government) [N 21.74%
Peer organisations (other foundations) 8.70%
Internal staff (in your own foundation) N 39.13%
Grantees [N 13.04%
Senior management [[NNEGGEGGEEE 35.13%
Board of directors
Other (please specify) NN 17.39%
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Importance and Readiness

Q26: Impact measurement and evaluation
framework can make foundations / organisations
more effective & efficient.

Neoutral 4.55% 'll

Q28: A good management in philanthropic
foundation is both an art and science of getting
things done effectively and efficiently through
people and other required resources guided by
strategic and operational capabilities of the
organisation

Q27: There is a pressing need to build sector capacity

and strengthen the evaluation methods / framewor
for philanthropic foundations and/or NGOs in HK.

Q29: Competent strategists in foundation are
required to adopt a holistic manner to envision the
overall business environment and social trends,
identify opportunities, foresee challenges and
threats as well as to effectively respond faster than
others in order to address the social needs.

Q30: Making money is far easier  Q31: Philanthropic Foundations Q32: Foundations and
than giving it away effectively. always have genuine motives for charities are learning, if
In business, you go after the giving, but people too often let their you want to do good, you
low-hanging fruit, whereas in :hllanthlropy be gi:[ded“;bgaﬂ\ear - have to do well. You have
philanthropy you are trying to saris Slohe. Deckitg t.you wi to work just as hard at

do to make change happen is a giin
tackle problems that are strategic choice and a holistic view giving away money as
inherently difficult and long you do at making it.

Recommendation

that requires your head, your heart
and your hand.

Disagree
4.55%

Q33 What additional suggestions do you have for strengthening evaluation practices among foundations /

funders in Hong Kong?

* HK wide government controlled charities regulator

* Stakeholder engagement

*  Bring voice of the beneficiaries to the table
* Listen to the voices of users

* Hire the right team

* The right people but the industry is very short of talent in this sector.
*  Avoid over elaborate systems, simplify where possible (do we really need to evaluate this?), use cloud-

storage systems where possible

* Organisations need to look at long-term results and impact, ie, not short-sighted and merely going after

short-term results.

k
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~THE END ~
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