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1
Introduction
This framework is intended to help IFLA staff and people involved in the regional capacity building programme to decide what potential key outcomes should be evaluated at regional and national levels to see whether the regional intervention made a difference and then to choose how this should be done. 

The capacity building programme is complex and is preparing the way for a significant long-term change in regional networking as well as realignments between the regions and IFLA. Accordingly, this framework focuses primarily on what is required to effectively evaluate the impact of the existing programme both first at regional and then at country-level without putting too much strain on the emerging regional networks. The last part of this framework then suggests a potential focus and related evaluation tools for looking beyond 2016 to assess changes at individual, country and regional levels that can contribute to attainment of the long-term goals underlying this programme. (Some participants at IFLA headquarters or regional level may wish to introduce one or more of these tools earlier in the programme.)

The social, political and organisational context of each region and country involved in this programme is likely to be significantly different and this difference is likely to affect both the processes adopted and their outcomes
. For this reason, the framework focuses on collecting context information as well as performance data and impact evidence. 

2
Programme intended outcomes

The intended outcomes from this programme and consequently for this evaluation framework are:
· formation and reinforcement of cross-country networks and expertise to support associations’ own development;

· increased understanding and adoption of IFLA policies and manifestos to support high quality library and information services;

· strengthened networks and joint activities between library sectors in a country, including public libraries;


· strong, credible associations that effectively represent the sector through improved leadership, governance, partnerships and membership;

· increased visibility of the sector, promoting recognition of the role of public libraries in providing access to information and technology;

· training, policy and implementation activities provide a foundation for sustained development and advocacy.

3
Evaluating performance and impact: some definitions
This evaluation framework concentrates on two types of outcomes – the programme performance at regional and national levels and the impact of the regional convenings and related activities on the people and organisations involved. In such a complex programme both of these elements are important to inform future activity and enhance progress. Performance measurement broadly focuses on the efficiency of an organisation (such as a convening, network or Library Association) and is an important part of the picture. Impact evaluation looks at the effectiveness of interventions or services and can be a more murky concept. 
In the context of this programme we define impact as:     
Any effect of the Programme on an individual, group, organisation or community. 

[Examples: more engagement in advocacy for libraries by programme participants in convenings; participants engage in active collaboration with other participants at regional level]

Impacts:

· may be positive or negative
· may be intended or accidental

· may affect country participants in convenings; other staff of libraries and Library Associations; politicians, policy makers and other stakeholders; or other people.
The Framework below includes performance data collection (for example to show the numbers of people engaged with programme activities or the types of activity implemented). However, the main focus of the Framework is on any changes that may be brought about by these activities (that is, on the impact of the programme).    
4
Tools to use with the Framework

The main tools likely to be required to collect impact evidence are:

· Guidance on analysing self-assessment documents prepared by participants before the initial convenings to see whether they recognised capacity building as important to association development before the events 

· Survey instrument for participants in convenings to see (inter alia) whether those who took part feel that capacity building sessions contributed significantly to association development, helped them to think strategically about the needs of their region, and what they have done as a result of this exposure 

· Suggested discussion topics and a process for evidence-gathering session at the 2016 Convening to explore similar questions, but also whether this led to collaboration and mutual support across countries and whether participants feel that public libraries are more sustainable as a result of the programme

· Collecting and presenting stories as impact evidence to find out more about the development journeys that participants have taken through their involvement with the programme
· Guidance on analysing action plans to see how and to see how far they address the need for further development
Guidance on monitoring regional/national media coverage to see how successful participants are in promoting recognition of the role of public libraries in providing access to  information and technology.
5
Getting technical: The scope and limitations of the evaluation framework
As in any international development programme it is important to be clear about the scope and limitations of the evaluation work conducted and the nature and type of evidence gathered. For this capacity building programme, it is important to be clear about what claims can be made and what cannot on the basis of the evaluation evidence. The key questions to be addressed in reviewing the programme will be:  

· What was the reach of the capacity building programme in each region and country? At the conclusion of the capacity building programme:

· How influential are the programme participants at regional and country levels?

· Who has been trained, how consistently and to what level? Have these numbers had real impact on regional or country-level network building?

· What were the main types of evidence of impact gathered during and beyond the capacity building programme in each region and country?

· What were the main contextual factors taken into account in reviewing the impact evidence from each participating country? 

· Over what timescale was the impact evaluation conducted? 
Some points to make clear are:

· In undertaking evaluation for this capacity building programme you cannot carry out attribution studies, with or without a counterfactual dimension, since the level of resources and expertise required preclude this even if it was seen as desirable. 

· If this guidance is applied, the evaluation will attempt to show whether the programme makes a difference at regional and national level and in what areas these can be seen. (This will primarily be self-reported impact.) Regional participants will also be asked to review the impact evidence in context across the participating region and countries to provide an overall preliminary picture of impact.

· Country-level evidence will be collected to help gauge the overall impact of the programme at regional level. Such evidence may also be useful within the countries but that is not the prime purpose of this evaluation framework. 

· The picture that emerges must be regarded as preliminary because the full effects of the programme intervention are likely to show their effects on the regions over a longer time period than the programme evaluation allows. The full effects of the interventions may not be seen for several years.

· The evaluation will rely heavily on qualitative research methods, such as seeking people’s perceptions and opinions through surveys, interviews and focus groups. This is inevitable with a relatively small scale and time-limited programme, even one which is attempting to span large geographical areas. 

· This approach is appropriate for a programme where there are few simple cause and effect relationships in the interactions amongst trainers, regional participants, Library Association members and other key stakeholders, all seeking to change the regional and country-level perception of the capacity of libraries and librarians
. Where the significant change is most likely to occur will only become apparent over time, so the limited timescale evaluation of this project will only provide part of the picture.
· This framework has been designed to provide effective evaluation without disproportionate cost in time and resources. Impact evaluation takes time, over and above that needed to introduce and manage the changes that you are seeking to evaluate. Systematic evidence collection is inevitably time-consuming, whether you are seeking to design, distribute and analyse the results of a questionnaire survey, or to organise, conduct, record and analyse the results of structured focus groups (to offer only two examples). The evidence of impact that you will collect should tell you much more than traditional service statistics can, but given the level of resources available for evaluation, you will not be able to make great claims about the nature and causes of the change that you hope to find. 
The aim is to focus your choice of impacts and indicators on the areas that are most important for the development of the regional networks and to limit the amount of evidence collected to what is likely to be most useful. The Framework should help in highlighting possible impacts and indicators from which to make choices that are appropriate to specific regions.
Since the evaluation activity in this Framework is largely limited to the programme duration, the impact evaluation concentrates on early evidence of change. The literature on managing change (e.g. Fullan, 2007) recognises that major change is likely to take a minimum of three to five years, so further impact evaluation along the lines proposed here beyond the life of the programme would be highly appropriate
.

Framework Part One: 

Outcomes, Activities, Performance and Impact Indicators and Suggested Collection Methods
The impact of this type of regional intervention depends heavily on what help the participants receive in engaging with capacity building, planning actions and then carrying them out. Accordingly, we have listed the key activities that appear (from the documentation provided) to contribute to each programme outcome. We have then offered performance and impact indicators for each key activity and suggested how the evidence could be collected. Since impact evidence is generally more difficult to collect than performance data, we have offered some tools for gathering impact evidence in appendix A. 
You will need to decide (for each region) which elements of the programme identified below it is important to evaluate and how to do this to focus strongly on the changes that the programme has tried to achieve.   

In offering this framework:

· we recognise that several of these key activities contribute to more than one outcome, and this should be taken into account if you wish to judge the success or failure of the outcomes individually

· the possible performance and impact indicators are intended as (hopefully useful) examples. When reviewing regional programmes  you may decide that other indicators are more appropriate 
· similarly, the suggested evidence collection methods and tools are intended to offer practical ways of gathering evidence that are not too challenging for busy IFLA officers and library leaders. There are other options in almost every case

· the tools can be modified to meet particular regional or country needs. However, we suggest that any changes should be agreed between IFLA and the region because it is important for programme evaluation purposes to ensure that people are collecting similar information in the same way to allow results to be aggregated and compared. An important aspect of organisational development is to be able to see differences in the performance and impact of services between organisations so that people can learn from these differences – if the organisational contexts in which services are provided are sufficiently similar.   

· The impact indicators have been expressed broadly to fit the regional focus of the evaluation. The indictors are addressed more specifically in the evaluation tools provided.

When reviewing the performance and impact indictors below it is important to ensure that the evaluation is proportionate. You need to decide on the minimum amount of evaluation that will tell you what you need to know about the impact of the programme. 
The presentation below may look formidable but all of the impact evidence called for here can be collected using only six evidence collection tools. We have colour coded each of the tools to make it clearer what can be covered with each. (We apologise in advance if any readers have difficulty distinguishing between any of the colours used.)  

Programme outcomes

	   Outcome 1: Formation and reinforcement of cross-country networks and expertise to support 
            associations’ own development

	Key activities
	Possible Performance indicators
	Possible Impact indicators
	Suggested impact evidence collection methods (see also Appendix A)

	Convenings and regional conferences as a catalyst for association development ... [so that the regions become self-sustaining](.
	# of invited participants attending one or more convenings

# of participants attending capacity building sessions at regional conferences
	1. Do participants recognise capacity building as important to association development before events? 
2. Do they think that capacity building sessions contributed significantly to association development (after events)?
	1. Analyse self-assessment forms
(see Guidance on analysing self-assessment documents in Appendix A, item 1)

2A. Survey of participants (see Survey instrument for participants in convening, item 2) OR 
2B. Evidence-gathering session at 2016 Convening (see Suggested discussion topics and process for evidence-gathering, item 3)
2C. Collect, edit and present Participants’ stories of significant change achieved through contact with this programme  (see Collecting and presenting stories, item 4)

	Regional participants think strategically about needs across the region ...
	N/A
	1. Do participants remember being encouraged to think strategically about needs of region in convenings and in capacity building sessions at regional conference? 
2. Do participants report being involved in strategic activities at regional level as a result of capacity building sessions?
	1. and 2A. Survey of participants (see Survey instrument ..., item 2) OR 
2B. Evidence-gathering session at 2016 Convening (see Suggested discussion topics and process, item 3)
2C. Collect, edit and present Participants’ stories of significant change achieved through contact with this programme  (see Collecting and presenting stories, item 4)

	Draw on the expertise of those who have participated in the country programmes.
	# of convenings and regional conferences that  include one or more participants in the BSLA country programmes
	1. Do participants in country programmes report that they have been able to significantly contribute their experience to this programme?
2. Do participants in this programme report being able to benefit from the experience of contributors in country programmes? 
	1. Collect stories from participants’ in country programmes about their contact with this programme  (see Collecting and presenting stories, item 4)
2A. Survey of participants (see Survey instrument, item 2) OR 
2B. Evidence-gathering session at 2016 Convening (see Suggested discussion topics and process, item 3)

	Trainers nurture new trainers from country programmes and ... across the region. 
	# of new trainers identified and recruited

# of new trainers actively
 involved in this programme 

	1. Do new trainers feel that they have been able to contribute actively to the programme?
2. Do new trainers feel that they have developed as trainers through their engagement with this programme?
	1 and 2. Collect stories from new trainers  of significant change achieved through contact with this programme  (see Collecting and presenting stories, item 4)


	Countries are encouraged to work collaboratively and support others across the project.
	# of reported collaborative activities
	1. Do programme participants collaborate with and support participants in other countries?
	1A. Evidence-gathering session at 2016 Convening (see Suggested discussion topics and process, item 3)
1B. Collect, edit and present Participants’ stories of significant change achieved through contact with this programme  (see Collecting and presenting stories, item 4)

	The project will build capacity and critical mass in an accelerated way and assist sustainability.
	N/A
	1. Has the programme achieved a critical mass?
2. Do participants feel that public libraries are more sustainable as a result of the programme?
	1 and 2. Evidence-gathering session at 2016 Convening (see Suggested discussion topics and process, item 3)

	Regional collaboration and implementation at regional ... and national levels strengthen capacity to participate in international, regional and national development and advocacy agendas. 
	# of programme participants who have since engaged (or engaged more
) in:

1. international development and advocacy activities

2. regional development and advocacy activities
3. national development and advocacy activities
	1. Are participants better able to engage in international, regional and national development and advocacy initiatives?
	1A. Evidence-gathering session at 2016 Convening (see Suggested discussion topics and process, item 3)
1B. Collect, edit and present Participants’ stories of significant change achieved through contact with this programme  (see Collecting and presenting stories, item 4)


	Outcome 2: Increased understanding and adoption of IFLA policies and manifestos to support high quality library and information services

	Key activities
	Possible Performance indicators
	Possible Impact indicators
	Suggested impact evidence collection methods

	Tap IFLA organisations’ expertise and knowledge ...
	N/A
	1. Do IFLA organisations feel that their expertise and knowledge has been adequately used in the convenings and regional sessions?

2. Do IFLA organisations feel that their expertise and knowledge has been adequately used in the small projects and cascade?

3. Do participants in this programme report being able to benefit from the experience of contributors in country programmes? 
	1 and 2. Collect stories from IFLA organisation representatives at any appropriate events about their contact with this programme  (see Collecting and presenting stories, item 4)
3A. Survey of participants (see Survey instrument ..., item 2) OR 
3B. Evidence-gathering session at 2016 Convening (see Suggested discussion topics and process, item 3)

	Use materials from the BSLA programme, and IFLA’s policies and guidelines to implement at national/regional level.
	# of convenings and regional sessions using IFLA policies and guidelines


	1. Do participants think that these workshops and other activities at existing events contributed significantly to association development?

	1A. Evidence-gathering session at 2016 Convening (see Suggested discussion topics and process, item 3)
1B. Collect participants’ stories of significant change achieved through contact with these workshops and other activities ...  (see Collecting and presenting stories, item 4)


	Outcome 3: Strengthened networks and joint activities between library sectors in a country, including public libraries



	Key activities
	Possible Performance indicators
	Possible Impact indicators
	Suggested impact evidence collection methods

	Small
 projects and cascade: events to strengthen networks between library sectors in a country
	# of participants at network strengthening events
	1. Do participants think that the events contributed significantly to stronger networks between library sectors?


	1. Survey of participants (see Survey instrument ..., item 2)



	Outcome 4: Strong, credible associations that effectively represent the sector through improved leadership, governance, partnerships and membership

	Key activities
	Possible Performance indicators
	Possible Impact indicators
	Suggested impact evidence collection methods

	Associations
 build a strong foundation in representation, governance, organisational development and strategy.
	N/A
	1. Do participants think that their Associations are stronger in  representation, governance, organisational development and strategy as a result of the programme?
	1A. Survey of participants (see Survey instrument ..., item 2) OR 
1B. Evidence-gathering session at 2016 Convening (see Suggested discussion topics and process, item 3)
1C. Collect participants’ stories of significant change achieved through contact with these workshops and other activities ...  (see Collecting and presenting stories, item 4)

	Associations
 identify needs for further activities and development, and form an action plan for implementation.
	# of Association action plans developed (assumes country-level Associations)
	Do action plans address need for further development? 
	Collect and analyse action plans (see Guidance on analysing action plans, item 5)




	Outcome 5: Increased
 visibility of the sector, promoting recognition of the role of public libraries in providing access to  information and technology

	Key activities
	Possible Performance indicators
	Possible Impact indicators
	Suggested impact evidence collection methods

	Programme participants take part in non-library regional/national conferences/events (e.g. IT conferences)
	# of participants taking part in relevant regional non-library conferences and events
# of participants taking part in relevant non-library conferences and events at country-level
	1. Enhanced recognition of the role of public libraries in providing access to information and technology. 
	PPIs: Survey of participants (see Survey instrument ..., item 2)
1. Survey of participants (see Survey instrument ..., item 2)

	Programme participants engage
 with regional/national media to promote PL role in providing access to information 
	# of participants who actively engage with regional media
# # of participants who actively engage with regional media
	As above
	PPIs: Survey of participants (see Survey instrument ..., item 2)
1A. Monitor regional/national media coverage focused on this role
1B. Survey of participants (see Survey instrument ..., item 2)


	Programme participants take part in high profile ICT-based projects and initiatives at regional/national level
	# of participants who are part of high profile regional ICT-based projects/initiatives 
# of participants who are part of high profile national ICT-based projects/initiatives
	As above
	PPIs: Survey of participants (see Survey instrument ..., item 2)
1. Survey of participants (see Survey instrument ..., item 2)

	[There are relevant small project activities]
	
	
	


	   6. Outcome 6: Training, policy and implementation activities provide a foundation for sustained development and advocacy



	Key activities
	Possible Performance indicators
	Possible Impact indicators
	Suggested impact evidence collection methods

	A stronger association
 may be ready to form alliances ... for development or advocacy with minimal support from IFLA.
	# of Associations forming advocacy alliances
	1. Do participants think that alliances contributed significantly to development of advocacy?
	1A. Collect participants’ stories of significant change achieved through advocacy alliances...  (see Collecting stories guidance, item 3) 

	[Again, there are relevant small project activities]
	
	
	


Longer term outcomes

This programme is designed to build networks that are capable of sustaining regional development and this work should continue to include appropriate impact evaluation to show whether the approaches taken to continued capacity building are proving effective over time. There is scope for enhancing this framework and for encouraging library leaders to take on an impact evaluation role themselves, both at country and regional levels. 

Most of the impact evaluation within this framework (and much of the other systematic public library evaluation at country level – notably the Common impact Measurement System developed by the Global Libraries initiative) depends upon self-assessment of impacts or story-telling about impacts. These approaches can be relatively robust because they allow for multiple self-perceptions to be analysed or many stories to be considered but, as Silverman observed in relation to stories as research evidence 
telling someone about our experiences is not just emptying out the contents of our head but organizing a tale told to a proper recipient by an authorized teller.

 This is also true of people’s responses to questions about the impact of a programme such as this one.
One approach to reaching beyond direct self-assessments of impact could not be applied to the current programme because all the participants in convenings had by definition been exposed to the capacity building programme before this framework was commissioned. The modified-Delphi forecasting system (which is currently being applied by a Global Libraries-funded program in Lithuania) uses a modified form of Delphi forecasting to collect people’s perceptions about a range of potential changes to public libraries over the next few years are likely to happen and whether they desirable or not. This approach builds up a collective view of what is likely to happen and of where efforts should be focused for development purposes (that is, in areas where there is a mismatch between what most people see as likely and desirable – trying to stop something likely but bad from happening or encouraging something good to happen that won’t happen without concerted effort). More importantly when evaluating impact, if the Delphi survey is conducted before the programme intervention and again after its implementation the responses show whether participants’ perceptions of what is possible and achievable change over time. If there is a further major stage of this programme it would be possible to conduct such surveys to give a more nuanced picture of how people are affected by engaging in capacity building. A version of the modified Delphi forecasting survey tool and process is included as Appendix B.

From impact to advocacy
Impact evidence is important for programme evaluation and for service development but it is also a valuable basis for conducting advocacy on behalf of libraries. These notes are focused on gathering impact evidence for programme evaluation. However, since advocacy for libraries is a key element of the programme it may be useful to draw attention to a clutch of  publications that describe the Global Libraries approach to using impact evidence (or to use their preferred term, assessment evidence) for advocacy, as enacted in various countries involved in that initiative.  

The underlying purpose of impact evaluation as viewed by Global Libraries was expounded in a contribution to the journal Performance Measurement and Metrics and neatly encapsulated in its title ‘Planning for impact, assessing for sustainability’ (Fried and others, 2010) showing examples from Poland and Romania. In the same year, some of the issues for national development of library strategies were outlined by two of the Global libraries impact consultants (Markless and Streatfield, 2010) in a paper to the IFLA Congress. The growing GL experience of evidence-based advocacy was then presented in a multi-authored paper published in Library Review (Sawaya and others, 2011) drawing on experience in Botswana, Chile, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland. This work will be brought up to date in paper 3 of a special issue of Performance Measurement and Metrics devoted to Global Libraries, which is currently being prepared (and which will be accessible free to anyone interested upon publication). 
REFERENCES 

Fried, S., Kochanowicz, M. and Chiranov, M. (2010), Planning for impact, assessing for sustainability, Performance Measurement and Metrics, 11 (1), 56–74.

Sawaya, J., Maswabi, T., Taolo, R., Andrade, P., Grez, M. M., Pacheco, P., Paberza, K., Vigante, S., Kurutyte, A., Rutkauskiene, U., Jezowska, J. and Kochanowicz, M. (2011), Advocacy and evidence for sustainable public computer access: experiences from the Global Libraries Initiative, Library

Review, 60 (6), 448–72.

Streatfield, D.R. and Markless, S. (2010), Impact evaluation, advocacy and ethical research: some issues for national strategy development? World Library and Information Congress: 76th IFLA General Conference and Assembly, 10-15th August 2010, Gothenburg, Sweden, available at: www.ifla.org/files/paper/Iifla76/97-markless-en.pdf .  

� This issue was effectively explored by Thord Høivik in successive IFLA Congress presentations 2013, 2014.


� This type of complex evaluation is referred to in the evaluation literature as a complex logic model, in which what should be evaluated and how, will emerge over time as part of the evaluation process.


� If you are interested in longer-term evaluation, a framework for conducting evaluations and help in each stage can be found in Evaluating the Impact of your Library (Markless and Streatfield, 2013).


( Long term goal – please see ‘Long-term outcomes’ below


� Definition needed e.g. Trainer facilitates or co-facilitates at least one regional and three country-level events as part of the Programme. 


� Definition needed e.g. Participants contact journalists to promote public libraries as providers of public access computers and information 





�This may be problematic as a direct outcome of the programme. The programme description (Capacity building in international librarianship) does not directly mention networking across library sectors at country level.


�Is that our leaders programme? That's separate from BSLA although many have participated in both. 


�Fiona: Who will have this information?





�Fiona


Will Library Associations be able to provide this information for their countries?


(If not, could be added to participants’ survey)





�Fiona: Are we right to assume that all events and cascade in this programme will draw on BSLA materials?


�Fiona: Please see comment at 2 Programme Intended Outcomes above. Is this appropriate here or should it be moved to the Small Projects Framework?


�Fiona: Are these regional or country Library Associations?


�As previous question


�Documentation does not focus on specific activities developed to meet this outcome at Regional level.





�National or regional?





