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countries mobilising visionary leadership and engaging the capabilities of companies in creating innovative
partnerships and sustainable development solutions.

www.iblf.org



CONTENTS

ST 1YY o T TRTPPPPPP 4
INTRODUGCTION ... a e 5
RESEARCH GOALS & OBJECTIVES ... 5
RESEARCH DESIGN ... 5
FINDINGS ... 6
CONGCLUSIONS . ...ttt e s s e s e e s s e e s s s ann e nrnrnne 10
BIBLIOGRAPHY ., 13



SUMMARY

Without a more systematic and comprehensive approach to evaluating cross-sector partnerships, further
investment in the development and implementation of partnership approaches is likely to be curtailed in coming
years. This is because the effectiveness and desirability of the cross-sector partnership approach is likely to be
judged not just in relation to the impact of well-designed and well-run partnerships, but on the results of a myriad
of initiatives and activities labelled as partnerships. Many of these underperform and do not achieve what is
expected of them because they are badly conceived or poorly implemented. This is why more emphasis needs
now to be placed on evaluation of the performance, effectiveness and impact of cross-sector partnerships.

With this motivation in mind, The Partnering Initiative (TPI) canvassed the views of partnership practitioners on
current practice through a combination of desk research, literature review, questionnaire surveys and face-to-
face interviews sought to answer the following questions:

1. DEFINITIONS: Is there a consensus on the terminology related to evaluating cross-sector partnerships?

KEY FINDING: There is no consensus both within and across the civil society, business and public sectors
as to definitions of what constitutes “evaluation” and what does not. A variety of terms are used including
evaluation, tracking, assessing, monitoring, reviewing with no consistency over the terminology used.

2. ASPECTS OF EVALUATION: Which aspects of partnering are considered to be the most important in
evaluations of cross-sector partnerships?

KEY FINDING: The focus on ‘producing tangible results’ or assessing impacts dominates current practice in
evaluating cross-sector partnership performance. More intangible or unexpected outcomes resulting from
cross-sector partnering are not well addressed and are often ignored altogether. Partnership performance is
seldom monitored and evaluated in relation to the potential advantages or benefits, which can be achieved.

3. PLANNING EVALUATION: In what ways do partnership practitioners plan to evaluate their partnerships and
what is the focus of such evaluations?

KEY FINDING: Few cross-sector partnerships are subjected to formal evaluation. Of these, only a minority
are evaluated in a systematic or comprehensive way in terms of their overall performance and impact.
Alternatives to partnership approaches are seldom considered in evaluations. Most partnerships are
evaluated from the perspective of one of the partners in relation to financial investment and related
reputation risks/benefits.

4. TOOLS: What tools are used for evaluating cross-sector partnerships?

KEY FINDING: Evaluations of cross-sector partnerships most commonly rely on the judgement of specialist
consultants, who make use of a wide range of specialized tools, frameworks, techniques and approaches.
There is no single most favoured or accepted tool, framework or approach. Evaluators opt for the evaluation
tools, which are most appropriate or relevant to meeting the needs, circumstances, purposes and
organizational culture of specific sectors. Frameworks and tools are typically selected by the agency, partner
or funding commissioning the evaluation.

5. IMPROVING EVALUATION: What are the most important barriers to improving evaluations of cross-sector
partnerships?

KEY FINDING: The most frequently cited barrier to undertaking evaluations of cross-sector partnerships
relates to securing adequate resources. The availability of resources is closely related to the way evaluations
are organized and carried out. In other words, who decides on their scope, who funds them, who carries
them out and who uses and interprets the results are crucial questions that must be dealt with by the
partners working together in a cross-sector partnership. A key aspiration for partnership practitioners relates
to finding ways of designing evaluations of cross-partnerships as a whole in ways, which draw on or include
all partners, as well as those who have been affected by the activities of the partnership. The aspiration in
this regard is to ensure evaluation results contribute to improving partnership performance and impact.

Partnership practitioners are increasingly interested in access to methods and approaches focused on evaluating
the totality of partnership performance, benefit and impact. Such evaluations need to be distinguished from
evaluations undertaken from the perspective of a funder or a single partner, which will continue to be favoured by
those wishing to extract more value from their investments of time, money and reputation. But single-partner
oriented evaluations will not capture the degree to which a cross-sector partnership is realizing its promise and
potential. The priority for research and development is to develop more effective tools, methods, frameworks and
approaches for evaluating the totality of performance, benefit and impact of cross-sector partnerships.



INTRODUCTION

The Partnering Initiative (TPI) has been working for more than a decade with partnership practitioners from the
business, public and civil society sectors from around the world to increase the use and improve the
effectiveness of cross-sector partnerships for sustainable development. Focused on the practical end of
designing, implementing and evaluating partnerships, TPI has adopted the following definition of cross-sector
partnerships to guide its work:

“Cross-sector partnerships are voluntary collaborations between organisations from different sectors
(business, not for profit, government, academia, media) where each shares benefits, costs and risks with
others to achieve a jointly defined sustainable development goal.”

Since the World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) held in Johannesburg in 2002, cross-sector
partnerships have become increasingly popular. They have been adopted by many governments, businesses,
civil society groups and international agencies as a mechanism or means for dealing with environmental,
economic and social development challenges. The growing world-wide commitment to cross-sector partnership
has been driven in part by the assumption that partnerships are self-evidently a ‘good thing’ and therefore should
be encouraged.? Although this attitude has served to promote cross-sector collaboration, the potential and actual
impacts of such collaborations in terms of delivering tangible results have seldom been subjected to scrutiny.>

If cross-sector partnerships are to achieve their promise in terms of delivering on sustainable development, more
emphasis needs now to be placed on evaluation of their performance, effectiveness and impact. With this
motivation in mind, TPIinvited a group of students from the London School of Economics (LSE) * to work with the
TPI team to research what constitutes current practice with evaluation of cross-sector partnership for sustainable
development.

This paper reports the results of research undertaken in the spring and summer of 2008 and discusses its
implications for ongoing TPI research and development on tools for improving the effectiveness of cross-sector
partnerships in delivering sustainable development — work still very much in progress.

RESEARCH GOALS & OBJECTIVES

The goal of the project was to assess the ‘how and what’ of what concerns partnership practitioners in evaluating
the cross-sector partnerships in which they are involved. The motivation was to identify the ingredients of a
successful partnership evaluation and to identify priorities for further research and development of tools for
evaluating cross-sector partnerships.

By canvassing the views of partnership practitioners, the project sought to answer the following questions:
1. DEFINITIONS: Is there a consensus on the terminology related to evaluating cross-sector partnerships?

2. ASPECTS OF EVALUATION: Which aspects of partnering are considered to be the most important in
evaluations of cross-sector partnerships?

3. PLANNING EVALUATION: In what ways do partnership practitioners plan to evaluate their partnerships
and what is the focus of such evaluations?

TOOLS: What tools are used for evaluating cross-sector partnerships?

IMPROVING EVALUATION: What are the most important barriers to improving evaluations of cross-
sector partnerships?

RESEARCH DESIGN

The project was designed as an initial exploration of the views of partnership practitioners related to evaluation of
cross-sector partnerships and involved:

e A literature review;

e An on-line web-based questionnaire survey;

2 . )
See for example, thepartnershipdeclaration.org

3 There is now growing interest in developing theory of cross-sector partnership. One recent publication in this regard is: Glasbergen et al.
(2007), which is listed in the bibliography. The post-graduate course on Cross-Sector Partnerships for Sustainable Development convened by
the University of Cambridge and The Partnering Initiative of The International Business Leaders Forum, which is now in its 7th year has
generated considerable research aimed at linking theory and practice of cross-sector partnership. See www.thepartneringinitiative.org

4 Claudia Bustamante, Hongyi Liu, Carolin Schramm, Yinjun Wang.
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e Personal face-to-face interviews, and;
e Review of TPI partnership evaluations and related documents.

As the study was primarily concerned with identifying issues, trends and ideas for more detailed consideration,
no sampling was involved in the questionnaire survey nor in organizing the face-to-face interviews. This means
that the survey results should not be interpreted in terms of their statistical significance and should not be seen
as representative of all partnership practitioners.

The project canvassed the views of partnership practitioners associated with the TPI through the Partnership
Brokers Accreditation Scheme (PBAS), the University of Cambridge Post-Graduate Course on Cross-Sector
Partnership (PCCP), UN Staff College partnership training®, as well as partnership practitioners from selected
organisations from the public, private and civil society sectors which have made a public commitment to using
cross-sector partnership approaches.

The on-line survey was sent to the 1500+ partnership practitioners associated with TPl who receive TPl mailings,
as well as to organizations and individuals who have declared an interest in the study through personal
connections of TPI staff and the LSE student research team. As a result, it is not possible to estimate the total
number of partnership practitioners who received the survey.

A total of 72 individuals completed the on-line survey. Their Figure 1: Sector Affiliations
responses were analyzed and are presented in this paper. In
addition, 12 face-to-face interviews were completed with Governerent Academia/Research

. . . . . 8%
partnership practitioners in organisations who have used cross- 1%

sector partnerships for sustainable development to deliver on their '"depe"d;/"mhers
mission.® Their views have been taken into account here.

To gain an understanding of the differences and similarities in NGO/Not-for-profit
approaches to partnership evaluation used by practitioners working e

in different sectors, sector affiliation was also taken into account in Business

analysing responses. Figure 1 shows the range of respondents of 2

the survey by sector affiliation. The majority of questionnaire Devlﬂpww:r;\e;:j N
respondents were from civil society organisations (37%) and 7%

business (28%).

The survey and interview research for the project was undertaken in the winter and spring of 2008 with follow-up
work in the summer of 2008.

FINDINGS

The findings of the research reported here are presented in relation to the five questions posed at the outset.

DEFINITIONS

Partnership practitioners participating in the study were first asked if they saw a difference between the terms
“review” and “evaluation” and secondly to report on other terms which they felt were appropriate for them.
Partnership practitioners responses revealed that:

e there is no consensus about definitions relating to evaluating cross-sector partnerships;

e there is a lack of consensus as to definitions within sectors but the differences are even more
prevalent across sectors;

e the terms “review” and “evaluation” are typically used interchangeably. In many instances,
“reviewing” was used to refer to understanding the ongoing dynamic or performance of a cross-
sector partnership, whereas “evaluation” was used to refer to a retrospective look at a cross-sector
partnership once it had been terminated or had reached some watershed or climax. Another

° Partnership practitioners associated with TPI are partnership brokers accredited under the Partnership Brokers Accreditation Scheme
(PBAS), graduates of the University of Cambridge Post-Graduate Course on Cross-Sector Partnerships (PCCP) and the UN Staff College
partnership training, as well as other partnership practitioners actively cooperating with TPl and IBLF. See www.thepartneringinitiative.org

6 Partnership practitioners were included also from Oxfam GB, Microsoft, Plan International, The Catholic Agency for Overseas Development
(CAFOD), The International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED), One World Action, CARE UK, Conservation Leadership
Program (CLP), Barkers Global, China Dialogue, The BBC World Service Trust China Projects Office, NGO Management Group/NGO
Management School.



distinction encountered was that “reviewing” related often to specific phases of a cross-sector
partnership, whereas “evaluation” referred to the totality of a cross-sector partnership.

e the most common distinction (36% respondents) between review and evaluation was on the level of
formality:

0 Review: a more informal process, usually done internally;
o Evaluation: a more formal process, often done in collaboration with an external consultant;

e other terms with reference to evaluating cross-sector partnerships included: monitoring (17%
respondents), assessment (17% respondents) and impact assessment (8% respondents);

e other suggested terms were: benchmarking, diagnosis, tracking and analysis.

KEY RESEARCH FINDING ON DEFINITIONS

There is no consensus both within and across the civil society, business and public sectors as to definitions of
what constitutes “evaluation” and what does not. A variety of terms are used including evaluation, tracking,
assessing, monitoring, reviewing with no consistency over the terminology used.

ASPECTS OF EVALUATION

TPl experience’ with evaluating the benefits, performance and impact of cross-sector partnerships suggests that
there are at least four key aspects or elements to consider in any evaluation:

1. the quality and effectiveness of the way a partnership is organized, including the quality of relationships
between the partners involved (Operations);

impact or progress towards achieving anticipated sustainable outcomes (Impacts);
added value of using the partnership approach as compared to alternative approaches (Alternatives);

benefits accruing to partners in line with expectations (Benefits).

When asked about the most important aspects or features in evaluation, respondents reported the following:

e Partnership’s Impact: Respondents from all sectors identified the achievement of the project or
activity goals as the most important aspect to be assessed and most already have some form of
measuring this for their specific projects.

e Partner Relationship and Operations: The evaluation of the partnership relationship was seen as the
second most important aspect to evaluate but most partnerships did not have formal process for this
aspect.

e Partnership as a Mechanism: Responses revealed that measuring whether partnership was the best
available option to achieve the objectives compared with non-partnering alter-natives was considered
to be the least important aspect. This aspect was seldom considered in evaluations.

KEY RESEARCH FINDING ON ASPECTS OF EFFECTIVE EVALUATIONS

Impacts, operations and alternatives are all perceived as important aspects or features of effective partnership
evaluation by the majority of partnership practitioners from across all sectors. But the focus on ‘producing tangible
results’ or assessing impacts dominates current practice in evaluating cross-sector partnership performance. More
intangible or unexpected outcomes resulting from cross-sector partnering are not well addressed and are often
ignored altogether, despite the fact that the added-value of partnership is often cited as areason for choosing the
mechanism.

PLANNING EVALUATION

There appears to be no universally accepted approach to planning evaluations of cross-sector partnership and
evaluations are typically not planned at the outset. When it comes to actually carrying out evaluations of cross-

TPI has carried out over 50 evaluations of cross-sector partnerships in a range of geographical, cultural , thematic and institutional
contexts.




sector partnerships, only 20% of respondents reported that they are evaluating or planning to evaluate the
partnerships in which they are involved. In part, this is because only a minority of partnership agreements include
a specific provision and budget item for evaluation. Indeed, several respondents pointed out that evaluation of
their partnerships was important, but that the main barrier to undertaking evaluation was the lack of sufficient
financial resources. This is consistent with the findings of a recent survey of UN CSD-registered partnerships,
which found that few partnerships had conducted an evaluation of their programmes and fewer than one in four
had put aside resources specifically for evaluation®.

In many cases, evaluations were seen as something to be undertaken informally within the framework and
activities of the partnership. Nonetheless, more than half (58%) of respondents were of the opinion that a formal
evaluation is a preferred option and should be undertaken with an external and independent consultant where
possible. A frequent caveat was that the way an evaluation is carried out has implications for the development
and future performance of the cross-sector partnership.

Who decides on evaluating the cross-sector partnership, with what purpose and on what basis are crucial
considerations. In the words of one respondent:

“Evaluation, like the partnership itself, requires equity. Therefore evaluation should not be lead by one
partner alone but jointly by all partners. The best idea would be a shared leadership model.”

In practice, most evaluations of cross-sector partnerships are not planned or budgeted for at the outset. When
their organizations do plan for evaluation, respondents reported that the focus is primarily on evaluating results,
impacts or outcomes in terms of benefits resulting from the organization’s engagement, involvement or
investment (i.e. the ‘business case’).

Some of the more experienced partnership practitioners did note, however, that their organizations are
increasingly interested in considering also the performance of the cross-sector partnership as a whole as
opposed to focusing just on benefits accruing to the individual organizations involved in the partnership. But such
considerations are still typically focused costs and related reputation risks/benefits.

No-one reported planning evaluations of cross-sector partnerships in relation to non-partnering alternatives.
Surprisingly, only a third of respondents saw evaluation of the cross-sector partnerships in which they are
involved in as a priority for the future

KEY RESEARCH FINDING ON PLANNING EVALUATIONS

Few cross-sector partnerships are subjected to some form of formal evaluation. Of these, only a minority are
evaluated in a systematic or comprehensive way in terms of their overall performance and impact. Alternatives to
partnership approaches are seldom considered in evaluations. Most partnerships are evaluated from the perspective
of one of the partners in relation to financial investment and related reputation risks/benefits. When it comes to
actually carrying out evaluations, the preferred option is for using external and independent consultants.

TOOLS

Evaluations of cross-sector partnerships are most typically undertaken in an informal way. Approaches relying on
the judgement of a specialist consultant were the most common. Although partnership practitioners refer to a
wide range of specific tools, techniques and approaches, the research revealed that there is no single most
favoured or accepted tool or approach.

There have been few tools or guidance developed for practitioners specifically for evaluating partnerships.
Existing tools are typically focussed on one particular aspect of a partnership (for example governance -
Partnership Governance and Accountability tool developed by Accountability and the many tools for evaluating
financial performance). The bibliography contains references to those cited or referred to by partnership
practitioners contributing to the research.

Preferences as to the application of specific tools and approaches for evaluating cross-sector partnership varied
in relation to sector affiliation. More specifically, the research found that:

e UN/multilateral development agencies mainly use tools designed by similar agencies, such as the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) or the International Organisation for Migration (IOM).

8 Survey of UN CSD-registered partnerships with an environmental flavour conducted by The Partnering Initiative on behalf of the
OECD. See OECD (2006).




e NGOs indicate in many cases that they rely on universities or other academic institutions to undertake
evaluations. They favour evaluation tools and approaches, which incorporate stakeholders/
beneficiaries.

e Inthebusiness sector, the preference is for evaluation tools which are already familiar and widely used
in the business sector, such as Return on Investment (ROI), SWOT analysis and Present Value
Objective (PVO). Practitioners from the business sector also reported that their evaluations usually
focused on progress against predetermined objectives. Some had developed their own customized
frameworks and approaches consistent with the organizational culture of the business.

The differing preferences for evaluation tools and approaches might be explained by the fact that each sector
has different circumstances, interests, motivations, expectations and needs when it comes to evaluation. The
differences might also attributed to the fact that each sector differs in organisational culture, work practices,
resources and needs. As a result, partnership practitioners opt for the evaluation tools, which are most
appropriate or relevant to meeting the needs, circumstances and purposes of specific sectors.

The value of undertaking an evaluation of the totality of a cross-sector partnership is seldom seen as a priority
and few tools were seen as being available for such evaluations.

In terms of priorities for the future, respondents emphasized the need for improved evaluation tools and
approaches, which recognize the uniqueness of each and every partnership, as well as the differing needs,
circumstances and organizational culture of the partners involved. Tools are needed for evaluating a cross-sector
partnership in terms of:

the impact on beneficiaries;

the impact on partners (what did they loss and gain by participating in the partnership);

unexpected outcomes (both positive and negative);

costs and benefits achieved.

Although much needed, development of a universally-accepted tool or approach for evaluating cross-sector
partnerships is likely to be difficult since cross-sector partnerships and the partners involved in them differ so
widely in their focus, needs, circumstances and organizational culture.

KEY RESEARCH FINDING ON TOOLS

Evaluations of cross-sector partnerships most commonly rely on the judgement of specialist consultants, who make
use of awide range of specific tools, techniques and approaches. Thereis no single most favoured or accepted tool
or approach for conducting evaluations of cross-sector partnerships. Evaluators opt for the evaluation tools, which
are most appropriate or relevant to meeting the needs, circumstances, purposes and organizational culture of
specific sectors. Tools and approaches are needed for evaluating cross-sector partnerships in their totality, as well
as in terms of the needs of individual partners.

IMPROVING EVALUATION

According to partnership practitioners, the most frequent barrier to undertaking evaluations of cross-sector
partnerships is the availability of adequate resources. The availability of resources is closely related to the way
evaluations are organized and carried out. This means who decides on their scope, who funds them, who carries
them out and who uses and interprets the results are crucial questions for the partners working together in a
cross-sector partnership.

A key aspiration for partnership practitioners relates to finding ways of designing evaluations in ways, which draw
on or include all partners, as well as those who have been affected by the activities of the partnership. The
challenge relates here to dealing with the fact that the more comprehensive and complex an evaluation, the more
time-consuming and costly it becomes. This is because the needs for monitoring and evaluation data increase
exponentially in ever more comprehensive evaluations. The practical implication is that the more complex and
comprehensive an evaluation, the less likely it is to be carried out.

If evaluations are to become more frequent in partnership practice, they must be thought not as a means of
searching for or admitting mistakes, but as interventions aimed at bringing about improvements in performance
of a partnership and increasing its impact. For partnership practitioners this means finding practical ways of
incorporating evaluation in the ongoing activities of a cross-sector partnership and undertaking evaluations in all
stages of the partnership cycle.




KEY RESEARCH FINDING ON IMPROVING EVALUATION

The most frequent barrier to undertaking evaluations of cross-sector partnerships relates to securing adequate
resources. The availability of resources is closely related to the way evaluations are organized and carried out. In
other words, who decides on their scope, who funds them, who carries them out and who uses and interprets the
results are crucial questions for the partners working together in a cross-sector partnership. A key aspiration for
partnership practitioners relates to finding ways of designing evaluations of cross-partnerships as awhole in ways,
which draw on or include all partners, as well as those who have been affected by the activities of the partnership.
The challenge relates here to dealing with the fact that the more comprehensive and complex an evaluation, the
more time-consuming and costly it becomes. Evaluations need to be incorporated — where possible — into the
ongoing activities of a cross-sector partnership.

CONCLUSIONS

Despite the growing popularity of cross-sector partnership approaches among business, civil society and public
sector organizations, few appear to have been evaluated in relation to their overall impact and benefit. Most
evaluations centre on the perspective of a single partner or funder and the degree to which narrowly-defined
project objectives are achieved.

Partnership operations, comparison to alternative non-partnering approaches and additional benefits and added-
value partnerships bring those involved and affected by them are seldom dealt with in a systematic or
comprehensive way. This means that the effectiveness and desirability of the cross-sector partnership approach
is likely to be judged not just in relation to the impact of well-designed and well-run partnerships, but on the
results of a myriad of initiatives and activities labelled as partnerships. Many of these underperform and do not
achieve what is expected of them because they are badly conceived or poorly implemented. Without a more
systematic and comprehensive approach to evaluating cross-sector partnerships, further investment in the
development and implementation of partnership approaches is likely to be curtailed in coming years.

For these reasons, there is a growing interest among partnership practitioners and partnership advocates in
undertaking evaluations of the totality of partnership performance, benefit and impact. Such evaluations need to
be distinguished from evaluations undertaken from the perspective of a funder or a single partner. This is not to
say that single partner or funder perspectives should not be pursued. On the contrary, they should and no doubt
will be pursued with increased vigour as those investing in cross-sector partnerships will seek to extract more
value from their investments of time, money and reputation. The point here is simply that such evaluations will
not capture the degree to which a cross-sector partnership is realizing its full potential. The priority should be to
ensure that the two categories or types of evaluation are not confused. The two figures, which follow summarize
the key features of evaluation by “Partnership as a Whole” from evaluation by an individual partner.

To be of practical use to partnership practitioners, frameworks, tools and approaches for evaluating cross-sector
partnerships need to be able to accommodate many different types of partnerships, as well as the many different
needs, circumstances and motivations of organisations participating in them. They must offer the means for all
those involved in and affected by a cross-sector partnership an opportunity to gain an appreciation for the full
impact and benefits of a cross-sector partnership, not simply its stated objectives. This means systematically
asking systematically and consistently throughout all the phases of the partnering cycle:

e Goals/objectives: Is the key problem or challenge being addressed in the right way? Is the right problem
being addressed?

e Operations/implementation: Is the partnership operating to its potential? Are things being done right?
How can they be done better?

e |Learning/improving: How can we use experience gained to extract more benefit for partners, improve
performance and increase impact?

Posing such questions can provide the basis for the development of universally applicable or generic tools for
evaluating cross-sector partnerships. These are desirable as they will allow partnership practitioners and
partnership advocates to learn more systematically from different applications and experiences of organizing
cross-sector partnerships. The development of such tools will, however, require greater consensus among
partnership practitioners and funders as to terminology and concepts related to evaluation. Such consensus is
needed both within and across the civil society, business and public sectors.
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Evaluation by Partnership as Whole vs Evaluation by an Individual Partner

ANALYSIS OF PARTNERSHIP ITSELF

SETUP

Governance /
accountability structure

Complete
documentation

Sufficient partner
buy-in

Sufficient resources
from partners and
externally

Clear division of roles
and responsibilities

Right partners?
Appropriate objectives?

Reasonable balance of
inputs / benefits

Clear processes for
evaluation / review

OPERATIONS

Fulfilment of partner
commitments

Project management,
financial and secretariat

External communi-
cation / relations

Timely availability of
resources ($ or in-kind)

Transaction costs

PARTNER RELATIONSHIP
Communications

Equity

Transparency

Individual & organisa-
tional satisfaction /
confidence

Institutional buy-in

IMPACT

Achievement of
objectives

Quality and
sustainability of
solution

Other additional
benefits and negative
impact from project
operations

Evaluation by Partnership as a Whole

PARTNERSHIP
APPROACH

Ancillary and
transformational
benefits to partners
and society

Added-value of
partnership approach

Weighing up benefits
compared to
transaction costs

Evaluation by an Individual Partner

COST BENEFIT/ANALYSIS

BENEFITS

Achievement of public
individual and shared
partnership objectives

Achievement of private
objectives

Ancillary or
unexpected benefits
gained

Capacity building

COSTS

Staff costs

Other in-kind resource
contributions

Financial contributions

Negative impact

Comparison with non-partnering alternatives
(opportunity cost)

PARTNER ASPECTS

Degree of institutional
buy-in

Degree of internal
learning / change

Degree of knowledge
capture

Delivery of
commitments
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Based on the research undertaken in this project, improving the practice of evaluation will require partnership
practitioners to:

1.

advocate carrying out formal evaluations of cross-sector partnerships as interventions aimed at
improving their performance and helping those involved in them realize their promise and potential.

build in evaluation into activities undertaken in all stages of the partnership cycle, ensuring where
possible that a provision is made for evaluation in the early formative stages of a cross-sector
partnership.

distinguish between evaluations undertaken from the perspective of a single partner or funder from those
seeking to assess the performance, benefits and impact of the cross-sector partnership as a whole.

focus evaluations of cross-sector partnerships not just on their impacts or results, but also on their
design and operation, benefits to partners, unexpected consequences and value-added and
appropriateness or relevance in a particular situation as compared to other non-partnering approaches.

select tools and approaches for evaluating cross-sector partnerships, which take into account the needs,
circumstances, organizational culture and context of all the partners involved.

12
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