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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.1 (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.  (Paper Type: Research Paper). 

                                                           
1 Yu,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 19th and 20th June 2021.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

INTRODUCTION 

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). 

The meaning of the word has also evolved over time, but from the earliest days, 

human civilization has depended upon kindness directed towards people we do not know. 

This timeline denotes the different forms that philanthropy has taken throughout the course 

of history and around the world, and illuminates the vast and powerful impact of giving. 

For example, in China, it was recorded that Fan Li (范蠡) from Yue State (BC 536), a 

politician, a businessman, an economist and also a philanthropist in the Chinese history. 

And dated back to BC 347, the ancient Greeks and the Platonic Academy thus considered 

philanthropy fundamental to democracy. In fact, philanthropists have demonstrated the 

power of selfless giving to create powerful, meaningful, impactful social change 

throughout the course of civilisation. 

For this study, we 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 1).  

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 

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

Bass. 
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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 

2 for World’s Charity Ranking and Figure 3 for Philanthropic Foundations). 

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) 

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

 

             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",3 (CAF, 2021, p.20) published by 

                                                           
3 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/ 
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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 5 

(Johnson, 2020) (Also see Exhibit 2 below).  

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

 

(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.  

                                                           

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 
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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 

based on original monthly household income was 0.539 in 2016. 6 (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)  

 

    

 

(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.html?id=4180 
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CHAPTER THREE 

PROBLEM STATEMENT 

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.  

 

Study Purpose and Motivation 

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 funding 

effectiveness and efficiency so as to deliver better good for humanity. 

The resources of both governments and philanthropic monies are not infinite and 

they are both growing slowly or even in decline. But the social problems of housing, 

poverty, mental wellness, medial health, youth development, elderly, pollution and 

environmental degradation (just to name a few) are ballooning daily and around the globe. 

It is increasingly clear that philanthropic resources are not sustainable. There is an urgent 

call to do good but also do well. A better and more strategic deployment of funding 

resources by the philanthropic foundation is crucial. It will help create more positive social 

impacts and benefits if the charitable sector can leverage the philanthropic efforts better. 

This may create a better Hong Kong and humanity for all. 

 

Research Questions 

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: 

 Are the current evaluation frameworks commonly used by philanthropic foundations 

(eg BACKS/ KAP/MEL) sufficient to achieve such purpose? (Please see Figure 4) 
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 Can a more strategic philanthropic funding framework help improve the situation? 

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

 Can the 3H (Heart-Head-Hand) framework provide a better and more holistic approach 

for this evaluation?  

 Can the 3H framework provide a more useful tool in strategic planning for 

foundations/funders when evaluating their projects/grants? 

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

 

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. 7  (Luk, 2021) This paper is fundamentally based on three simple 

hypothesis: 

 1st Hypothesis: The existing funding evaluation frameworks deployed by philanthropic 

foundations are not comprehensive or holistic enough to evaluate projects and 

performance of NGOs.  

 2nd Hypothesis:  Based on H1, the funding review framework can be further enhanced 

and improved  

 3rd Hypothesis: Based on H2, The 3H (Heart-Head-Hand) conceptual framework will 

enhance the efficiencies for project funding evaluation.   

Research Timeline (See below Exhibit 4 for a tentative timeline for this research paper.) 

   

                                                           
7 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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CHAPTER FOUR 

OBJECTIVES AND AIMS 

Overall Objectives  

Mr Warren Buffet8 has said many times, “making money is far easier than giving 

it away effectively.” 9 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 

                                                           
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 
9 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.  
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and enhanced. This alternative evaluation framework will do better good for the 

community.   

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.   

 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. 

 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.’ 

 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’. 

 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 for detailed 

pilot survey questions and pilot survey results). 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Background and Significance  

 This research situates and 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, I am working in the 

communications field at the largest charitable trust in Hong Kong.  Based on the preceding 

experiences, I 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 I 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 4th H is the basic foundation of the 3H framework. It is the view of the researcher that 
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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 

 

Exhibit 6: Types of research methods: a descriptive approach will be adopted          
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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). 
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Exhibit 8: Pilot Survey- Participants’ List 

 

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 
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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). 

 

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

 

Sources of Data and 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. (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 

 

(Source: Luk, 2021, Lecture Notes) 
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 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 Issue 

 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. 

 

Research time frames 

The research timeline is discussed previously on p.11. 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. 
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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 

 

 

(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  

 

Exhibit 12.2: 3H Evaluation framework 

 

 

Source: Exhibits developed by student based on 3H framework (Yu, 2021). 
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3H Conceptual 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 (H1), Head (H2) and Hand (H3) 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 1∩H2

 

∩H3)  

OP= Organisation Performance 

∩= Complement to integrate and connect 

H1= Heart domain (emotional appeal, leading, motivating and engaging people’s 
abilities) 

H2= 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 

 

 

Evaluation Literature 

There are a few existing evaluation framework generally used by philanthropic 

foundations in evaluating performance of grantees and NGOs’ performance. (Please see 

Figure 4 for existing model). 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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CHPATER EIGHT 

RELEVANT MANAGEMENT THEORY/MODEL 

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 15: Stages of Strategic Management 

 

 (Source: David F & David F (2017) 10 

Figure 5 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 4th 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 16: PESTEL an SWOT  Framework  
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CHAPTER NINE 

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. 

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 

teachers, parents, schools, and non-governmental organisations (“NGOs”) to provide 

continued support for them. Major components of JC A-Connect include:  
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1. School-based coaching programmes for ASD students in mainstream schools with 

supplemental training on their social communication, emotional regulation and learning 

strategies after school; 

2. Family support and parent education programmes at 18 district-based centres to enhance 

the competence of parents, strengthen family functioning and promote mutual support; 

3. Expertise building for teachers, school personnel and NGO professionals through 

observational teaching, territory-wide teacher training programmes, experience-sharing 

seminars and workshops. Service models and guidelines, 25 resource books on programme 

delivery, assessment tools for early identification and intervention for ASD children are 

developed; and 

4. Public education programmes to raise autism awareness. 

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 (H1, H2, H3) 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 17: HKJC’s JC A Connect Project 

 

Source: HKJC’s Case Study- JC A Connect (2017) 
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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 

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. 
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Exhibit 18: HKJC’s Covid-19 Emergency Fund 
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CHAPTER TEN 

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)11 All foundations can do good but can also do well 

                                                           
11 Harper Tan Marian (2019). A friend of the researcher and a professional fundraiser and veteran 

philanthropic practitioner in the sector. She is currently the senior director for advancement at UC Davis.  
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 

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.” 12 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.” 



36 

 

 

 

REFERENCES 

Andreasen A.R., (1996), “Profits for Nonprofits: Find a Corporate Partner”, Harvard 

Business Review, Nov-Dec 1996. 

Argenti P.A., (2020), “When Should your Company Speak up about a Social Issue?” 

Harvard Business Review, 16 Oct 2020. 

Bale, J. (2010), “Philanthropy, Evaluation, Accountability, and Social Change”, The 

Foundation Review, Vol. 1, Issue 4, pp.84-104. 

Baker A.M., (2010), “Evaluation in Philanthropy- Basic Concepts for Grantmaker’ Beth 

Bruner, New York (Rochester): Bruner Foundation. (2010). 

Barney, J.B. (1996), “The resource-based theory of the firm”, Organization Science, Vol.7, 

No.5, pp. 469-592. 

Barney, J.B., (2001), “Resource-based theories of competitive advantage: a ten-year 

retrospective on the resource-based view”, Journal of Management, Vol. 27, No.6, pp. 643-

650. 

Bass, B.M., (1995), “Theory of Transformational leadership redux”, The Leadership 

Quarterly, Vol. 6, No.4, pp. 463-478. 

Bass, B.M., (2010), “Two decades of research and development in transformational 

leadership”, European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, Vol.8, No.1, pp.9-

32. 

Bekkers Rene, (2013), “Regional Differences in Philanthropy”, Centre for Philanthropic 

Studies, VU University Amsterdam, The Netherlands. London: Routledge, 3 Oct 2013. 

Bergman P., (2014), “Don't let your Head attack your Heart,” Harvard Business Review, 

23 July 2014. 

Bonchek, M and France, C, (June 2018), “Social Responsibility- How Marketers Can 

Connect Profit and Purpose,” Harvard Business Review, 28 June 2018. 

Centre for Asian Philanthropy and Society (CAPS), (2018), Pragmatic Philanthropy : 

Asian Charity Explained, Palgrave Macmillan, Jan 2018. 

Center for Effective Philanthropy (2002), “Indicators of Effectiveness: Understanding 

and Improving Foundation Performance”. 

Centre for Effective Philanthropy (2002), “Toward a common language: Listening to 

Foundation CEOs and Other Experts Talk About Performance Measurement in 

Philanthropy.” (2002). 



37 

 

 

 

Centre for Effective Philanthropy (2015), “Investing and Social Impact- Practices of 

Private Foundations”, (2015) pp.1-20. URL: https://cep.org/portfolio/investing-and-

social-impact-practices-of-private-foundations/ Accessed on 13 August 2021. 

Center for Effective Philanthropy (2021), “Benchmarking- Foundation Evaluation 

Practices”. URL: https://cep.org/portfolio/benchmarking-foundation-evaluation-practices/ 

Accessed on 13 Aug 2021. 

Center for Evaluation Innovation (2020), “Benchmarking -Foundation Evaluation 

Practices 2020”, (Jan 2020). 

URL:https://www.evaluationinnovation.org/publication/cei_benchmarking2020/evaluatio

ninnovation.org/topics/ Accessed on 13 August 2021 (URL: 

https://www.evaluationinnovation.org/topics/) 

Charities Aid Foundation (CAF), CAF World Giving Index 2021- A Global Pandemic 

Special Report (June 2021), https://www.cafonline.org/about-us/publications/2021-

publications/caf-world-giving-index-202. 

Cheung Hoi-yan and Eddie Yu, (2020), Hong Kong Public Administration and Policy: 

A review of the strategic planning process in the Hong Kong Police Force.’ Vol. 23, No.3, 

2020, p. 245-258. Emerald Publishing Limited. 

Council on Foundations (2009), “Evaluation in Philanthropy- Perspective from the Field”. 

URL: https://www.issuelab.org/resources/27153/27153.pdf,. Accessed on 13 August 2021. 

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) 

Ditkoff, S.W. & Colby S.J. (Nov 2009), “Galvanizing Philanthropy”, Harvard Business 

Review (2009). 

Ditkoff, S.W. & Grindle A., (2017), “Non-profit Management: Audacious Philanthropy”, 

Harvard Business Review, Sept-Oct 2017. 

Ditkoff S.W., “The Long Spoon Problem- Five Models of Philanthropic Collaboration’, 

Givesmart, The Bridgespan Group. URL: 

https://www.bridgespan.org/insights/library/philanthropy/five-models-of-philanthropic-

collaboration. Accessed on 13 Aug 2021. 

Eckhart-Queenan J. and Etzel M., (2010), “Three Cases of Better Corporate 

Philanthropy”, Harvard Business Review, 22 Dec 2010. 

Eisenberger N., and Kohlrieser (2012), “ Lead with your Heart, Not just your Head”, 

Harvard Business Review, 18 Nov 2012. 

Forbes Nonprofit Council, Forbes, (2021), “ Lessons Learned from Pandemic Responses 

that leverage Philanthropy”, 23 June 2021 ed. 

https://cep.org/portfolio/investing-and-social-impact-practices-of-private-foundations/
https://cep.org/portfolio/investing-and-social-impact-practices-of-private-foundations/
https://cep.org/portfolio/benchmarking-foundation-evaluation-practices/
https://www.evaluationinnovation.org/publication/cei_benchmarking2020/evaluationinnovation.org/topics/
https://www.evaluationinnovation.org/publication/cei_benchmarking2020/evaluationinnovation.org/topics/
https://www.evaluationinnovation.org/topics/
https://www.cafonline.org/about-us/publications/2021-publications/caf-world-giving-index-202
https://www.cafonline.org/about-us/publications/2021-publications/caf-world-giving-index-202
https://www.issuelab.org/resources/27153/27153.pdf
https://www.bridgespan.org/insights/library/philanthropy/five-models-of-philanthropic-collaboration
https://www.bridgespan.org/insights/library/philanthropy/five-models-of-philanthropic-collaboration


38 

 

 

 

Forbes (2021), “Melinda and MacKenzie: Forging a New Director in Philanthropy”, 17 

Jun 2021 ed. 

Forti M. and Kramer Kirk, (2011), “A Case Study in Strategic Philanthropy”, Harvard 

Business Review, 14 Nov 2011. 

Fusato R., (2009), “Social Responsibility- Q&A: Jane Wales on Global Philanthropy”, 

Harvard Business Review, 22 April 2009.  

Givesmart, “How Do I Measure Performance – Both Mine and My Grantees’- in a 

practical way?”, The Bridgespan Group (2021), URL: 

https://www.bridgespan.org/bridgespan/images/articles/grantee-performance-

measurement/Grantee-Performance-Measurement-for-Philanthropists.pdf. Accessed on 

13 August 2021. 

Goldman, P, (2016), “Social Responsibility: How a New Generation of Business Leaders 

Views Philanthropy”, Harvard Business Review, 29 Feb 2016. 

GrantCraft (2011), “Making Measures Work for You.”,  

Grantmakers for Effective Organizations and Council on Foundations (December 

2009), “Evaluation in Philanthropy: Perspectives from the Field,”. 

Grantmakers for Effective Organizations (June 2012), “Four Essentials for Evaluation”. 

Gupta,D. and Gupta, V. (2018), “Effective policing in a VUCA environment: lessons 

from a dark network”, in Dhir, S. and Sushil, S. (Eds), Flexible Strategies in VUCA 

Markets, Springer, Singapore, p. 89-111. 

Hamel G., (2015), “Innovation Starts with the Heart, Not the Head,” Harvard Business 

Review, 12 June 2015. 

Harper Tan Marina, (August 2019), Doctor of Philosophy Dissertation, Lilly Family 

School of Philanthropy, Indiana University: “Shaping Philanthropy for Chinese Diaspora 

in Singapore and Beyond: Family, Ancestry, Identity, Social Norms”, University Graduate 

School, Indiana University. 

Harvey P.D. and Snyder J.D., “Charities Need a Bottom Line too”, Harvard Business 

Review, Jan-Feb 1987. 

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.html?id=4180 

Hong Kong Jockey Club Presentation to HK Council of Social Sciences, March 2017. 

URL: http://ebp.hkcss.org.hk/ppt/conference/2017_1/Session3/Bryan_and_Ada.pdf. 

Accessed on : 13 August 2021.  

https://www.bridgespan.org/bridgespan/images/articles/grantee-performance-measurement/Grantee-Performance-Measurement-for-Philanthropists.pdf
https://www.bridgespan.org/bridgespan/images/articles/grantee-performance-measurement/Grantee-Performance-Measurement-for-Philanthropists.pdf
https://www.censtatd.gov.hk/en/press_release_detail.html?id=4180
http://ebp.hkcss.org.hk/ppt/conference/2017_1/Session3/Bryan_and_Ada.pdf


39 

 

 

 

Hong Kong Jockey Club Case Study, Jockey Club Autism Support Network (JC A-

connect).URL:http://www.socsc.hku.hk/JCA-Connect/pdf/JC%20A-

Connect%20Case%20Study.pdf 

Hong Kong Jockey Club Press release (14 Feb 2020), “Hong Kong Jockey Club 

donates medical masks to the community and distributes masks to its employees” , URL: 

https://corporate.hkjc.com/corporate/corporate-news/english/2021-

08/news_2021081101930.aspx 

Hong Kong Jockey Club Press release (18 March 2020), Extension and Enhancement 

of Jockey Club’s Bandwidth Support for E-learning at Home Scheme. URL: 

https://corporate.hkjc.com/corporate/corporate-news/english/2020-

03/news_2020031801737.aspx 

Hong Kong Jockey Club Press release (6 March 2020), Jockey Club launches further 

initiatives to combat COVID-19, URL: https://corporate.hkjc.com/corporate/corporate-

news/english/2020-03/news_2020030601930.aspx 

Hong Kong Jockey Club Press release (11 Aug 2021), “Jockey Club celebrates success 

of its JC A-Connect for autism students”, URL: 

https://corporate.hkjc.com/corporate/corporate-news/english/2021-

08/news_2021081101930.aspx 

Innovate UK, (2018), Report on “Evaluation Framework- How we assess our impact on 

business and economy”, Feb 2018, Technology Strategy Board, Innovate UK. 

Jalan.S., (2021), Forbes: “Three New Approaches to Philanthropy that can drive sustained 

systemic change for gender equality”, Forbes: 9 May 2021 ed. 

Johnson Paula D. (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.pdf 

Kirkpatrick R. (2013), “A New Type of Philanthropy: Donating Data”, Harvard Business 

Review, 21 March 2013. 

Kramer M, Graves R, Hirschhorn J and Fiske L, (2007), “From Insights to Action: New 

Directions in Foundation Evaluation.” FSG, 2007.  

Laura Arrillaga-Andreessen (2011), Giving 2.0: Transform Your Giving and Our World, 

1st ed., Jossey-Bass. 

Leung N., Ngai J., Seong J. and Woetzei J., (2020), “ Fast Forward China: How Covid-19 

is accelerating 5 key trends shaping the Chinese economy.” McKinsey & Company Report, 

May 2020. 

Light L., (2021), Forbes: “Investing to do well and do good”, Forbes, 26 May 2021 ed. 

http://www.socsc.hku.hk/JCA-Connect/pdf/JC%20A-Connect%20Case%20Study.pdf
http://www.socsc.hku.hk/JCA-Connect/pdf/JC%20A-Connect%20Case%20Study.pdf
https://corporate.hkjc.com/corporate/corporate-news/english/2021-08/news_2021081101930.aspx
https://corporate.hkjc.com/corporate/corporate-news/english/2021-08/news_2021081101930.aspx
https://corporate.hkjc.com/corporate/corporate-news/english/2020-03/news_2020031801737.aspx
https://corporate.hkjc.com/corporate/corporate-news/english/2020-03/news_2020031801737.aspx
https://corporate.hkjc.com/corporate/corporate-news/english/2021-08/news_2021081101930.aspx
https://corporate.hkjc.com/corporate/corporate-news/english/2021-08/news_2021081101930.aspx
https://cpl.hks.harvard.edu/


40 

 

 

 

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. 

Luk Chung Leung, Yau, O., Sin L., Tse. A, Chow.R, and Lee.J, (April 2008), “The Effects 

of social capital and organizational innovativeness in different institutional context”,  

Journal of International Business Studied (2008), 39, pp.589-612. 

Maslow, A.H., (1943), “A theory of human motivation”, Psychological Review, Vol 50, 

No 4, pp. 370-396. 

McClimon T.J., (2021), Forbes: “Pandemic Philanthropy : Relief, Recovery and 

Rebuilding”, Forbes, 11 March 2021.  

McGarvey C, (2011) GrantCraft :   “Learning Together”. 

McKinsey & Company (2020), “Report: Reimagining European Philanthropy”, June 2020. 

McLaughlin K. and McMillon D., (2015), “Business and society in the coming decades”, 

McKinsey and Company, April 2015. 

McPherson S., (2013), “Bringing Global Philanthropy Closer to Home”, Harvard Business 

Review, 7 May 2013.  

Mintzberg, H, (1987), “Crafting strategy”, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 65, No4, pp. 

66-75. 

Mintzberg.H, (1994), “The Fall and rise of strategic planning”, Harvard Business Review, 

Vol. 72, No.1, pp. 107-114. 

Nicholls J, (1994), “The heart, head and hands’ of transforming leadership”, Leadership 

and Organisation Development Journal, Vol.15, No 6, pp. 8-15. 

Nicholls. J, (1999), “Value-centred Leadership- Applying transforming leadership to 

produce strategic behavior in depth,” (Sept-Oct 1999), Strategic Change, Vol.8, pp.311-

324. 

Nowski T., O’Flanagan M, and Taliento L., (2020), “A transformative moment for 

philanthropy”, McKinsey & Company, May 2020. 

Pallotta D., (2009), “Re-thinking Charity”, Harvard Business Review, 11 May 2009. 

Pallotta D., (2010), “Breaking the Least-You-Can-Do Cycle”, Harvard Business Review, 

23 Feb 2010. 

Pallotta D., (2010), “ On ineffectiveness at Measuring Effectiveness”, Harvard Business 

Review, 1 Nov 2010. 

Pallotta D., (2012), “Multiplication Philanthropy”, Harvard Business Review, 17 Feb 

2012. 



41 

 

 

 

Pallotta D., (2012),” An Apollo Program for American Philanthropy and the Non-profit 

sector”, Harvard Business Review, 5 Sept 2012. 

Phil Buchanan, Ellie Buteau, and Shahryar Minhas (May 2011), “Can Feedback Fuel 

Change at Foundations?,” Center for Effective Philanthropy. 

Phil Giudice and Kevin Bolduc, “Assessing Performance at the Robert Wood Johnson 

Foundation: A Case Study,” Center for Effective Philanthropy, 2004.  

Pradhan S and Pradhan R.K., (2015), “An Empirical Investigation of Relationship among 

Transformational Leadership, Affective Organizational Commitment and Contextual 

Performance,” (2015), Vision, Vol.19, No.3, pp.227-235. SAGE Publishing. 

Putnam-Walkerly K, (2021), Forbes: “ Does your Philanthropy suffer from a scarcity 

mindset?”, Forbes- 25 March 2021 ed. 

Rangan K, Chase.L and Karim.S, (2015), “ The Truth About CSR”, Harvard Business 

Review, Jan – Feb 2015. 

Rockefeller Philanthropy Advisors, “Assessing Impact’, URL: 

https://www.rockpa.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Assessing-Impact.pdf (Assessed on 

14 August 2021) 

Rockefeller Foundation, (2011), “Summary of Findings: Story of the Rockefeller 

Foundation Grantees”, (April 2011). URL: https://a-

finance.uonbi.ac.ke/sites/default/files/centraladmin/finance/Summary%20of%20Findings

-%20Survey%20of%20the%20Rockefeller%20Foundation%20Grantees.pdf Accessed on 

13 August 2021. 

Ryan W.P., (1999), “The New Landscape for Nonprofits”, Harvard Business Review, 

Jan-Feb 1999. 

Schwab Charitable (2016), “ Non-operating Private Foundation vs Donor-Advised Fund- 

Self-Assessment Survey,” (2016). URL: https://www.schwabcharitable.org/public/file/P-

9613899/ 

Shadyac R.C, Jr, (2021), “Social Responsibility- 5 Strategies to help charities weather the 

pandemic,” Harvard Business Review, 13 Jan 2021. 

Shymko Y. & Roulet T., (2016), “ Social Responsibility- When Corporate Philanthropy 

Makes the Recipient look Bad”, Harvard Business Review, 24 August 2018. 

Stanford Social Innovation Review (Summer 2012), “Advancing Evaluation Practices in 

Philanthropy”. 

Taylor B., (2008), “ Memo to Detriot’s CEOs: Less Head, More Heart,” Harvard Business 

Review, 9 Dec 2008. 

https://www.rockpa.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Assessing-Impact.pdf
https://a-finance.uonbi.ac.ke/sites/default/files/centraladmin/finance/Summary%20of%20Findings-%20Survey%20of%20the%20Rockefeller%20Foundation%20Grantees.pdf
https://a-finance.uonbi.ac.ke/sites/default/files/centraladmin/finance/Summary%20of%20Findings-%20Survey%20of%20the%20Rockefeller%20Foundation%20Grantees.pdf
https://a-finance.uonbi.ac.ke/sites/default/files/centraladmin/finance/Summary%20of%20Findings-%20Survey%20of%20the%20Rockefeller%20Foundation%20Grantees.pdf
https://www.schwabcharitable.org/public/file/P-9613899/
https://www.schwabcharitable.org/public/file/P-9613899/


42 

 

 

 

The Economist (2006), “The leading new philanthropists see themselves as social 

investors”, 25 Feb 2006 ed. 

The Economist (2010), “Faith, hope and charities”, 11 Nov 2010 ed. 

The Economist (2011), “The Lessons of Philanthropy- Giving for Results”, (14 May 2011 

edition).   

The Economist (2011), “There is more to philanthropy- much more- than just giving 

money away”, 14 May 2011 ed. 

The Economist (2015), “Doing good by doing well”, 23 May 2015 ed. 

The Economist (2017), “Charities are becoming more professional”, 30 Sept 2011 ed. 

The Economist (2018), “Why do people in China give so little to charity?”, 8 Sept 2018. 

The Economist (2018), “Can “effective altruism” maximize the bang for each charitable 

buck?” 2 June 2018 ed. 

Tierney T.J and Fleishman J., (2011), “ Avoiding the Madonna Effect in Philanthropy”, 

Harvard Business Review, 5 April 2011. 

Tjan A.K. (2011), “ Strategy on One Page”, Harvard Business Review, 1 June 2011. 

Welsh J.C, (1999), “Good Cause, Good Business”, Harvard Business Review, Sept-Oct 

1999. 

World’s Charity Index 2020, CityAm Publication (2020), https://www.cityam.com/wp-

content/uploads/2020/12/World-19_20-scaled.jpg 

Yu ,E. (1997 and 2020), “Introducing 3H Framework”, Working paper, City University of 

Hong Kong, Hong Kong. 

Yu, E, Yau, O., Ko,A. and Au, A. (2016), “Discovering the strategic leadership that 

powered China’s remarkable growth”, working paper, City University of Hong Kong, 

Hong Kong.  

Yu, E (2021), Hong Kong Public Administration and Policy: “An Analysis of China’s 

strategy in combating the coronavirus pandemic with the 3H Framework”, HK 

Management Association, Vol. 24, No.1, 2021, pp. 76-91. Emerald Publishing Limited. 

Yu,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 19th and 20th. 

 

 

 

 

 

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


43 

 

 

 

SUMMARY OF EXHIBITS 

 

Exhibit 1:  Charities and tax exempt donations in Hong Kong (2020)  p.7 

Exhibit 2: Assets as proportion of GDP – by Country and Hong Kong  p.8 

Exhibit 3:  Gini Coefficient in Hong Kong (1981-2016)    p.9 

Exhibit 4: Research Timeline        p.11 

Exhibit 5:  Development of Research Questions and Hypotheses   p.16 

Exhibit 6:  Types of research methods: a descriptive approach will be adopted           p.16 

Exhibit 7:  Top line summary of pilot survey     p.18-19 

Exhibit 8:  Pilot Survey- Participants’ List      p.19 

Exhibit 9:  Qualitative Research Method         p.20 

Exhibit 10:  A Classification of Survey Method     p.21 

Exhibit 11:  The Evolution of Management Theory     p.23 

Exhibit 12.1:  3H Conceptual Framework for our research to review the funding  

evaluation framework for philanthropic foundations   p.25 

Exhibit 12.2:  3H Evaluation framework      p.25 

Figure 13:  Venn Diagram        p.26 

Exhibit 14:  Venn diagram for Philanthropic Foundation    p.27 

Exhibit 15:  Stages of Strategic Management      p.28 

Figure 16:  PESTEL an SWOT  Framework for Philanthropic Foundation  p.29 

Exhibit 17:  HKJC’s JC A Connect Project      p.31 

Exhibit 18:  HKJC’s Covid-19 Emergency Fund     p.33 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



44 

 

 

 

SUMMARY OF FIGURES 

Figure 1: Comparison of Charity and Philanthropy  

 

Source: Laura Arrillaga-Andreessen (2011), Giving 2.0: Transform Your Giving and Our 

World, 1st ed., Jossey-Bassl and internal document. 

Figure 2: World’s Top Private Foundation or Donors List (2019/2020) 

 

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

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


45 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Philanthropic Foundations around the world 

 

 

 

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
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Figure 4: Evaluation Models Commonly used by the philanthropic sector 

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

funder  

 

(Source: HKJC’s presentation to HKCSS) 

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

changes  

(Source: HKJC presentation to HKCSS) 
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4.3  BACKS Indicators 

 

(Source: HKJC presentation to HKCSS) 

4.4 “K-A-B” of “K-A-P” Framework used in Social Science 

 

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 

http://ebp.hkcss.org.hk/ppt/conference/2017_1/Session3/Bryan_and_Ada.pdf
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Figure 5: Summary of Useful underlying assumptions of  each 3H Framework with 

relevant literature – good reference 
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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, 
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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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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 

 (I) Foundation Characteristics  

1 Please specify the sector or area of interest 

that best describes the work/projects done 

by your Foundation/Organization? 

a. Youth 

b. Elderly 

c. Sports 

d. Arts, Culture & Heritage 

e. Education 

f. Medical & Health  

g. Family Services 

h. Environment 

i. Mental Wellness 

j. Poverty Alleviation 

k. All of the above 

l. Other, please specify (Free 

text) 

2 What is the annual giving of your 

foundation?  (HK$) 

 

- < $ 10m 

- $10-100m 

- >$100m 

- Other, please specify (Free 

text) 

- Cannot say 

3 How many staff do you have in your 

foundation/ organization? 
a. Less than 10 

b. 11-50 

c. 51-100 

d. 101-500 

e. Other (Please specify) 
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4 Which of the followings is your foundation's 

biggest source of income/funds?  

 

f. Individual(s) 

g. Family  

h. Corporates  

i. Government 

j. Institutional funding  

k. Other funding sources, 

please 

specify:____________ 

l. Cannot say 

5 Which of the following change happened in 

your foundation during the last 3 years? 

- Organization-wide strategic 

planning or strategy afresh 

- Organization or staff restructuring 

- Change in priority issues within 

program areas 

- Change in grant-making system 

or 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) 

 

 (III) Organizing/ Responsibilities 

for Evaluation  

 

6 Does your organization have an "evaluation 

officer" (or person / team dedicated to 

impact measurement or research)? 

Yes 

No 

7 Who is primarily responsible for evaluation 

work in your foundation/organization?  

a. Service team / programme staff 

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 

programmatic grant making responsibilities? 

Yes  

No  

9 Do you have staff who were responsible for 

supporting /learning separate from 

evaluation? 

Yes  

No 

 (IV) Evaluation Framework  



53 

 

 

 

10 

 

 

11 

Do you evaluate the organizational 

capacities of your potential grantees such as 

NGOs? 

If Yes , 

Please choose the areas which you will 

focus on or interested in related to your 

grantees? 

Yes  

No 

 

- Vision and mission 

-Organizational design 

-Organizational structure 

-Strategic management capacities 

-Strategic planning process 

-Annual planning policies 

-Management planning & control 

-Risk management capacities  

-Other, please specify (Free text) 
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13 

Do you evaluate the leadership/staff 

competencies or organizational culture of 

your potential grantees eg NGOs? 

 

If Yes , 

Please choose the areas which you will 

focus on or interested in related to the 

grantees? 

Yes 

No 

 

 

- Organizational behavior (eg focus 

on staff motivation, emotion, 

commitment, engagement,  

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): 

 

14 

 

 

15 

Do you evaluate the operational 

competencies or capacities of your potential 

grantees eg NGOs? 

If Yes, please choose the areas which you 

will focus on or interested in related to the 

grantees? 

Yes  

No 

 

- Operational readiness 

- HR function / staff capacities 

- Finance or IT abilities 

- Management processes & 

systems 

- Established organizational 

processes, policies and 

procedures 

- Legal Compliances  
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- Crisis management or 

emergency preparedness 

- Past successful projects for 

references 

- 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 
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c. Reduction in related funding 

d. Change in priority in the 

foundation/organisation 

e. Did not see the value of impact 

measurement or evaluation 

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 
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f. Increased publicity and 

communication (including with 

policymakers, grantees etc.) 

g. None 

h. Other, please specify (free text) 

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) 

 (VI) 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. 
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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. 

 

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. 

 

 (VII) Recommendation  

33 What additional suggestions do you have for 

strengthening evaluation practices among 

foundations/funders in Hong Kong? 

Free Text 
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