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Executive Summary

This is the project evaluation report of the first
stage of the “NPO Capacity Development Project,”
organized by the Japan NPO Center (JNPOC) with the
financial support of World Vision Japan (WV]). The
project was implemented from May 2012 to July
2013 following a preparation period. Our main pur-
pose in writing this report is to measure the success
(evaluate the effectiveness) of our project goals;
namely, nonprofit organizational capacity building
in three disaster-affected prefectures and the devel-
opment of nonprofit leadership.

The original report in Japanese includes nine
chapters, but this English version only contains ex-
cerpts: Chapter 1, part of Chapter 2, part of Chapter
3, Chapter 4, and the conclusion (Chapter 9). In or-
der to preserve coherence with the chapter structure
of the Japanese version, we have retained the origi-
nal chapter and paragraph numbers.

After providing an overview of this evaluation
report in Chapter 1, we describe the background for
the project's implementation in Chapter 2 and out-
line the implementation process in Chapter 3. The
main section of this report, Chapters 4 and 5, lays
out our findings with regard to project effective-
ness, which are summarized below. (Chapter 5
aimed to evaluate each component of the project
separately, but has been omitted from the English
version.)

e One of the most important results of the project
was the formation of trusting relationships among
the participants, between the participants and
their mentors, and between the participants and
the project organizers. These relationships consti-
tute a basis for future nonprofit activities.

e The Mentoring Program was formulated as an
experimental element - a concrete approach to the
so-called “accompaniment” style of support.
“Accompaniment” by mentors showed a certain
efficacy with regard to human resource develop-
ment among the participants.

e With regard to changes achieved through the
project, the participants were greatly transformed
on an individual level, showing striking changes

particularly regarding their understanding and
knowledge of nonprofits. Organizational change
was not as dramatic, but the numbers do show
changes that can be interpreted as clear organiza-
tional development.

e In our evaluation of the effectiveness of each
component of the project, participants reported
being most satisfied with the Group Training Ses-
sion, the curriculum of which was created with the
active involvement of the project’s executive com-
mittee.

o The Organizational Development Course in the
Practical Support Program is believed to have had
a positive influence on the organizations that
availed of it, as respective organizational leaders
and participants were able to use the opportunity
to sort through and share organizational issues
and possible solutions. The Internship Course al-
lowed participants to view their organizations ob-
jectively while physically separated from them,
resulting in them returning with ideas that will
allow them to revitalize the management and ac-
tivities of their organizations in the future.

e With regard to the project management system,
its decentralized management methods allowed us
to ensure the quality of comprehensive and indi-
vidualized care provided to the participants.

e The two goals of “organizational capacity build-
ing” and “development of leadership” for nonprof-
its proved not to be entirely compatible. Also,
there were significant gaps and discrepancies be-
tween the expected and actual characteristics and
experience levels of the participants, which had an
impact on the project's success in achieving its
goals. These can be regarded as the project’s flaws
in design.

e Some management issues were encountered in
the Mentoring Program and Practical Support Pro-
gram, which hindered the smooth implementation
of the project.

Chapters 6 through 8 have not been included in
the English version, so we will briefly introduce their



content here. Chapter 6 examines organizational
issues in the three prefectures where we gathered
data during the course of the project through meth-
ods such as surveys. The results of this analysis tell
us that the organizational issues of participating
groups mainly correspond with the topic introduced
in the “entry-level” courses (the abilities to propose,
construct, predict, maintain, promote, cultivate, and
convey), and not many of the participating groups
found utilities in topics at the “application” level.

Next, Chapter 7 details the scale of financial and
human resources invested into this project, after
which Chapter 8 offers a perspective that lays out
some preparatory questions for furthering the dis-
cussion of the relationship between nonprofit organ-
izational capacity building and citizen-centric earth-
quake reconstruction efforts. In order to evaluate
this “relevance” question (as used in the evaluation
jargon), we must construct a “theory of change.” In
order to construct this theory, we introduce some
discussion elements that can be used in this formu-
lation, including the Japan NPO Center's earthquake
reconstruction support project, the global move-
ment that uses “community resilience” as a key con-
cept, and the lessons learned from the Great
Hanshin Earthquake. We then offer four possible
logical bridges between nonprofit capacity building
and citizen-centric earthquake reconstruction: the
issue of leadership, the power of community, the
levels of organizational capacity building, and the
different levels of support offered by outsiders.

In Chapter 9, we state our conclusions and rec-
ommendations. Among these, we touch on the need
to further popularize the “accompaniment” style of
support and recommend advocating for it to become
a subject of public policy. Moreover, we point out
that the efficacy of this project can be increased
even further by using the networks created through
the project to strengthen the nonprofit community
in the region. We also point out the importance of
carefully handling the situational variables of mega-
earthquakes or other disasters in project develop-
ment. Finally, we close this report by stating the
need to routinize vigorous evaluation work in carry-
ing out any project, in order to be able to see, share
and learn about the successes and challenges of the
project.



Chapter 1:

Overview of the Project Evaluation Report

1.1. Scope of Project Evaluation

In discussion with the project sponsor, World
Vision Japan (WV]), the Japan NPO Center agreed
that the NPO Capacity Development Project (“the
project”) should be properly evaluated. As a part of
the agreement, we decided that this project evalua-
tion would result in the creation of two documents:
first, this project evaluation report ( “main project
evaluation”) would evaluate the preparation period
and the first stage of the project; then, a set of case
studies ( “supplementary project evaluation”) would
take a more detailed look at individual events in
both the first and second stages of the project. Ac-
cording to this design, this report examines the
preparation period and the first stage, which con-
sists of (1), (2), and (3) in the box below.

1.2. Goals of Project Evaluation

The goals of the project evaluation as stated in
the Project Evaluation Plan created through ex-
change between WV] and the Japan NPO Center are
as follows.

1. To articulate the ways in which the project con-
tributed to its objectives of nonprofit organizational

capacity building and leadership development in the
three disaster-stricken prefectures; to demonstrate
the project outcomes to donors, project organizers,
beneficiaries and other stakeholders of the project
(evaluation of effectiveness as a main goal).

2. To analyze and draw out what the project has
taught us about the state of nonprofits in the three
prefectures and examine the relevance of the project
in terms of how its objectives of nonprofit organiza-
tional capacity building and leader development is
linked to the (supposed) higher goal of citizen-
centric reconstruction from the disaster (evaluation
of relevance as a secondary goal).

3. To investigate recognizable changes that have
taken place in the status of nonprofits in the three
prefectures as a result of the project, as well as the
roles fulfilled and contributions made by the project
(evaluation of impact as a secondary goal).

4. To share the knowledge gained and lessons
learned through the project with a wide audience so
that the Japan NPO Center and other centers sup-
porting nonprofits throughout the country can take
them into consideration when carrying out similar

projects (evaluation of the sustainability/multiplier

effect as a main goal).

NPO Capacity Development Project

<Preparation Period>
December 2011
February 2012

Start of project

Establishment of project executive committee,

determination of project outline

March 2012
April 2012

<First Stage>
May-August 2012
September-July 2013

Selection of on-site project staff and mentors
Selection of participants

(1) Group Training Program implemented
(2) Mentoring Support Program implemented

(3) Practical Support Program implemented

<Second Stage>
August 2013-July 2014

(4) Grant Program for Strengthening Organizational

Capacities implemented




The relationship between these goals and the
five evaluation criteria of the Development Assis-
tance Committee of the Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD DAC), being
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sus-
tainability, is presented in Appendix 1.

As planned from the very beginning, the main
focus of the evaluation is evaluating the project’s
effectiveness, and so particular emphasis is placed
on Goal 1 (and Goal 4 to a lesser extent) among the
four above-mentioned goals. The evaluation of effi-
ciency, which is related to Goal 1 and Goal 2
(relevance) are discussed in Chapters 7 and 8 of the
project report, respectively, but we must
acknowledge the insufficiency of these aspects. Most
of the evaluation of impact under Goal 3's has been
relegated to an additional project report, tentatively
entitled “A Set of Case Studies from the NPO Capaci-
ty Development Project.” Work on this will com-
mence upon completion of this project evaluation.
For further explanation, please see “Limitations of
the Project Evaluation” below.

1.3. Project Evaluation Team and Approach

The project evaluation was carried out by the
Japan NPO Center's internal project evaluation team
(see Appendix 2, “Composition of Project Evaluation
Team”), and in this sense, it may be viewed as an
internal evaluation. The main author of the report,
however, was not involved in the implementation of
the project, and this report can therefore also be
viewed as a third party evaluation. In particular, we
would like to make a note that the main author was
responsible for writing Chapter 8.

In order to preserve the neutrality of our evalua-
tion as much as possible, we have grounded our re-
port not only on information collected from surveys,
“visualization sheets” and similar outputs during
the project, but also on information that we were
able to gather from evaluation surveys from the pro-
ject evaluation stage, including interviews with par-
ticipating individuals and organizations (as well as
additional surveys), mentor group interviews (as
well as associated surveys), project staff interviews,
interviews with WV], and other interviews (see Ap-
pendix 3: “Sources of Data Contributing to Project
Report”).

1.4. Limitations of This Project Evaluation

As also stated in the Project Evaluation Plan, the
greatest limitation of this project evaluation is the
fact that no evaluation criteria had been agreed up-
on before the project commenced. Accordingly,
there were no quantified indicators for the evalua-

tion agreed upon in advance, either. This means that
although we can, to an extent, convert the survey
results into numerical data, we cannot use such in-
formation to measure the degree of success against
the project’s initial goals. Because of this limitation,
the evaluation of project efficiency in Chapter 7
avoids making general conclusions and restricts it-
self to a detailed account of financial figures.

Moreover, with regard to Goal 2 of the project
evaluation goals (evaluation of relevance), the rela-
tionship between the objectives of nonprofit organi-
zational capacity building and leadership develop-
ment on the one hand and the project’s higher goals
on the other - beginning with the question of what
these higher goals should be - has not been dis-
cussed fully among the project organizers and
stakeholders, which is a major limitation in evaluat-
ing relevance. We discuss this in Chapter 8.

Furthermore, the evaluation of impact under
Goal 3 is a challenge due to the difficulty of weeding
out the influence of factors external to the project.
Naturally, we are unable to determine whether or
not the transformations that occurred were a result
of the project. In addition, the project took place
during a period of dizzying change for the disaster-
affected regions, and the circumstances of the par-
ticipating individuals and organizations changed
greatly due to various types of outside influence as
well. Finally, it would exceed the boundaries of this
project evaluation to account for the influence that
transformations in participating individuals and
organizations had - whether as a direct result of the
project or not - on their communities or field of ac-
tivity, primarily because of the lack of primary data
needed to form an argument.

As stated, a set of case studies will be compiled
separately from this report as a supplementary pro-
ject evaluation report. Through the process of creat-
ing this, we will shed light on the changes that have
taken place in the individuals and organizations,
and in the communities where they work (project
impact), by examining case studies about the partici-
pating individuals and organizations through inter-
views and collecting data that include information
on the surrounding circumstances. By these means,
we believe that we will be able to convey multiple
aspects of the project outcomes to a wider society.

1.5. Intended Readers

Despite the limitations mentioned above, the
evaluation team believes that by examining the vari-
ous types of data in detail with the main goal of
evaluating effectiveness, we will be able to extract
and share “lessons” that will benefit the participat-
ing individuals and organizations, mentors, project



organizers and donors.

We would like this evaluation report to be read
by the above-mentioned project stakeholders, as
well as by those involved in the nonprofit sector
both in and outside of the disaster-affected regions;
official and private donors and project managers
with an interest in “accompaniment”-style support
for leadership development; policy makers and or-
ganizations involved in the formulation and execu-
tion of earthquake reconstruction policies; research
organizations and scholars; and evaluation experts.
Our team will be delighted if these readers can make
effective use of this report on the path toward the
reconstruction of Tohoku.
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Chapter 2: Background

The Great East Japan Earthquake, which oc-
curred on March 11, 2011, was an unprecedented
disaster. It was characterized by the immense scale
and wide scope of the damage it caused. Govern-
ment buildings in the regions were also damaged,
leaving government functions paralyzed. Initially, it
was difficult to grasp the extent of the damage and
rescue activities could not proceed smoothly. Fur-
thermore, problems in the disaster-stricken areas
were complicated by the fact that this was a
“complex disaster” that combined an earthquake, a
tsunami, and a nuclear accident, and this slowed
down all recovery efforts.

In the immediate aftermath of the disaster, both
domestic and foreign aid poured in, and a large
number of groups were involved in relief activities in
the region, especially in the three prefectures of
Iwate, Miyagi and Fukushima. Below, we review some
dimensions of the relief and assistance efforts and
the surrounding external environment, and thereby
summarize the background of the project during the
period covered by this project evaluation (February
2012 through July 2013).

2.1. Increase of Nonprofit Organizations in the
Three Disaster-Affected Prefectures

Focusing on the number of nonprofits, we find
that after the earthquake, there has been an increase
in the three prefectures of new groups obtaining the
status of NPO, or “Specified Nonprofit Corporation.”
Table 1 and Figure 1 show a comparison between
changes in the number of nonprofits in the three
prefectures and in the country as a whole. Compar-
ing the number of nonprofit organizations per mil-
lion people in 2013 to the number that existed be-
fore the earthquake in 2010, we can see an increase
of 45% in Iwate, 39.4% in Miyagi, and 45.8 % in Fuku-
shima prefectures, as opposed to the national aver-
age rate of increase of 28.2%. Among the three pre-
fectures, Fukushima had a rate of 400 nonprofit or-
ganizations per one million people, exceeding the
national average. Beyond Specified Nonprofit Corpo-
rations, many “General Incorporated Associations”
and unincorporated groups were also formed to aid
in the relief and recovery efforts. We can also see
that many groups were formed outside these prefec-
tures to support evacuees and to engage in other
support activities.

Table 1: Number of Specified Nonprofit Corporations in the Three Disaster-Affected Prefectures

lwate Miyagi Fukushima All prefectures
| la.  |Number Newl C la- |Number Newl c la-  [Number Newl @ la-  |Number
mec‘gr\;/:o— g\l;;nu 2 per 1 inecvt\)lr{)o- ti\lljerrlu * per 1 inec‘g’r\éor ti\l;lembI ? per 1 inec‘:‘)lr;o— ti\l;lembI ? per 1
rated million = million e million ) million
people people people people
2010 24 319 240 54 549 234 50 557 7275 3,419] 38,117 298
2011 38 357 272 50 599 257 62 619 311] 3,649| 41,766 327
2012 53 410, 312 87 686 296 76 695 351 3,723| 45,489 354
2013 40 450 342 73 759 327 82 778 393] 3,100] 48,589 378
Rate of In-
Clcase 43% 40% 43% 27%
(2013/2010)

Figure 1: Number of Specified Nonprofit Corporations in the Three Disaster-Affected Prefectures (per 1 million people)
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2.2. Support Activities by Nonprofit Organizations
from Other Prefectures and International Devel-

opment NGOs

Support activities for people and areas affected
by the Great East Japan Earthquake were carried out
not only by local groups, but also groups from other
parts of the country. According to the 2013 Plan of
Activities of the Japan Civil Network for Disaster
Relief in the East Japan (JCN), a network of support
groups that was formed in response to the earth-
quake, there were 853 JCN member groups at the
end of March 2013. Among these, 183 (21. 5%) were
located in the Tohoku region, while 670 groups
(78.5%) were located outside the Tohoku region and
carrying out support activities.

Furthermore, the massive scale of the Great East
Japan Earthquake was widely reported overseas, and
great amounts of monetary donations poured in
from abroad, along with support from international
development NGOs that had never provided support
for domestic disasters before. According to the Ja-
pan NGO Center for International Cooperation
(JANIC), 34 out of a total of 96 member groups of
JANIC were involved in activities that provided sup-
port for victims of the Great East Japan Earthquake.?

=== text omitted here ===

2.5. Conditions for Nonprofit Organizations in the
Three Prefectures

Let us now examine the conditions surrounding
the groups that are active in the three disaster-
affected prefectures. In particular, we will examine
the external environment from April 2012 over a
period of about a year and a half, during which this
project was implemented. Note that the account be-
low is based on the results of project evaluation
group interviews with those who participated in the
project, and it has not been substantiated by other
means. This is not an objective summary of condi-
tions and facts related to the three prefectures dur-
ing this period, but rather a list of changes and sig-
nificant events as recalled by the participants.

2.5.1 Trustworthiness of Nonprofit Organizations

The “Daisetsu River Net” incident'? was a major
scandal that shook perceptions of the trustworthi-
ness of nonprofits, especially in Iwate prefecture.
Daisetsu River Net was a nonprofit organization lo-
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cated in Asahikawa, Hokkaido, and inn December
2012, its leader was arrested on suspicion of busi-
ness embezzlement from a 2011 contracted em-
ployment project (budget of 790 million yen) in
Yamada town, Iwate prefecture. In addition, the
trial over the Iwate NPO Center incident” was in
progress at around the same time. Compounded by
the proliferation of newspaper and other media
reports headed by the term “nonprofit,” an over-
generalized perception of nonprofits being un-
trustworthy ran amok. As a result, distrust of non-
profits has intensified among local residents, who
had generally held a positive view of nonprofit ac-
tivities in the immediate aftermath of the earth-
quake. Moreover, this has had a number of compli-
cating effects on nonprofit activities in general.
The accounting report requirements for govern-
ment contracts in the prefectures became more
stringent, and the amount of paperwork required
for submission increased. This issue was not lim-
ited to Iwate, but also impacted nonprofit organi-
zations in the other disaster-affected regions of
Miyagi and Fukushima.

2.5.2. Use of Emergency Job Creation Program

There are many groups that hired workers
through the central government’s emergency job
creation program, which has been effective to the
extent of providing job opportunities for people
who lost their jobs due to the earthquake and nu-
clear disaster, as well as people trying to launch
support activities. The program, however, was usu-
ally operated under the limitation of a one-year
contract system, leading to instability for both
workers and employers and making it difficult for
long-term activity planning. Furthermore, the pro-
gram targeted disaster-affected job seekers, so it
did not apply to people from other prefectures or
those returning to the region after living in other
parts of the country.

It can usually be said that most people working
for nonprofits are highly conscious of social issues,
but among those hired under the emergency pro-
gram, many just took the job as a way to earn a
living and did not necessarily have a passion for
tackling social issues. This is not surprising and we
have no intention of passing any moral judgment;
however this may have affected the organizations
working on support activities in gaining consensus
regarding their internal organizational mission and
the need for nonprofit capacity building as pro-
moted by this project.

Moreover, the salary standards established for
the emergency program were often based on the
salaries of contracted workers in the local govern-



ment, and in some cases did not correspond with
private sector wages. For this reason, some local
businesses complained that they were unable to re-
cruit enough workers because the wages they of-
fered were not as high as those offered under the
emergency program. Meanwhile, there were also
complaints from nonprofit organizations that the
salary standards of the emergency program were
too low for the caliber of people they wanted to hire,
and they were thus unable to obtain the human re-
sources they needed.

2.5.3. Radiation Issues Resulting from the Nuclear
Accident

This disaster was a complex emergency, greatly
affected by the nuclear accident in addition to the
earthquake and tsunami. Radiation-related problems
due to the nuclear accident were especially severe in
Fukushima, and different views and positions on the
matter developed among the groups carrying out
support activities. In the end, it was as if each group
was being asked to make up its mind and come to
certain ideological position and make it public,
which made it difficult for groups to cooperate and
work together.

Views on radiation not only affect the relation-
ships between groups, but also those among people
within the same group, sometimes causing support
activities to come to a halt. The people involved in
support activities were themselves working under a
state of instability, with no or little future prospects
in sight. Such problems continue to this day, and
this state of affairs has meant that nonprofits, espe-
cially those in evacuation zones and neighboring
areas, must operate under conditions that are ex-
treme even for a disaster are. This includes the ina-
bility to make medium and long-term plans, as well
as extreme difficulties in securing human resources.

2.5.4. Changes in the Needs of Disaster Areas

When this project began in April 2012, it was a
period of time when people affected by the disaster
were facing a second wave of turmoil as they moved
into temporary housing, and their collective needs
were difficult to determine. In the immediate after-
math of the disaster, the number of nonprofits with-
in the prefectures increased, a great deal of external
financial aid poured in, and almost anyone could
participate in support activities. As time went on,
however, the activities became more streamlined,
and there was a transition away from immediate
relief work to more sustained activities that re-
sponded to longer-term needs. Moreover, there were
changes in the nature of support networks, which

evolved from simply connecting the groups involved
into providing support. It was then realized that
there was a newly-identified need for a more sub-
stantive, specialist form of cooperation, which some-
times had an impact on the very nature of organiza-
tions that provided support. Also, this was the time
when support groups from outside the prefectures
began to withdraw, taking away the knowhow neces-
sary for sustained activities, and local nonprofits
grew conscious of the problem that local groups
were not developing their capacities. As a response,
during this period, training projects with the goal of
organizational capacity building gradually increased.

2.5.5. Changes in the Consciousness of the Disas-
ter-Affected Population

This period also saw changes in the conscious-
ness of the disaster-affected population. At the risk
of over-generalizing, their attitude shifted from ask-
ing “Why are you coming to see the disaster zone?
(We don't need rubberneckers!),” to saying “We want
you to come and see this place.” This can also be
understood as the emergence of feelings among the
locals regarding the long road to reconstruction that
still lies ahead - that the disaster isn't over yet, and
they don't want people to forget what happened.
Some have taken on the role of storyteller out of a
sense of responsibility stemming from having di-
rectly experienced the disaster.

At the same time, a gap in consciousness
formed between the locals and the outsiders. As the
fiscal year changed, there were more inquiries from
people wishing to donate supplies or provide their
help. The local residents and nonprofits receiving
this help, however, became worried about becoming
dependent on such support, and outside support
was sometimes closely scrutinized or even rejected
during this period. People were afraid of losing initi-
ative, of falling into the habit of thinking that they
did not have to work because others would help
them, and of being deprived of the spirit of inde-
pendence to drive them to get back on their feet and
work. The more the number of nonprofits closely
tied to the community, the more they felt it neces-
sary to break away from such situation.

Even a year after the Great East Japan Earth-
quake, a state of uncertainty lingered on, and no one
was able to demonstrate a course of action for re-
construction or visualize the future. As these condi-
tions dragged on, many people began to internalize
the problems and stop talking. Moreover, the prob-
lem emerged of deteriorating relationships between
the original residents and evacuees from the coastal
area, even within the three prefectures.
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2.5.6. Social Issues that Have Surfaced since the
Earthquake

The three prefectures were regions where de-
population and aging had already advanced before
the earthquake. Although some young people did
return to the area after the earthquake, they evacu-
ated disproportionately from the three prefectures -
partially due to radiation concerns - and this accel-
erated the population decline. In addition, for rea-
sons such as lack of space in the temporary housing
facilities for evacuees, large families have been split
up, and the elderly are even more isolated now. Fur-
thermore, problematic behavior among children has
increased due to the various psychological burdens
created by the earthquake, while adults have suf-
fered from depression, insomnia, and frustration
over their inability to find work. There has been an
increase in deaths that may be related to the earth-
quake.

It seems apparent that the problems in the af-
flicted regions that existed before the earthquake
have become more severe during the period in
which this project was implemented.

2.6. The Need for Organizational Capacity Build-
ing

Immediately after the earthquake, the number
of groups offering financial support for relief and
support activities increased, and the ability to se-
cure funding was a great encouragement for groups
involved in support activities. Many of the newly
formed groups, however, lacked a well-ordered or-
ganizational structure as they experienced a sudden
influx of support (funds, items, people) from out-
side. In addition, groups that had previously worked
on a small scale found the scope of their activities
and their field significantly broadening after the
earthquake, and some saw a dramatic increase in
their budget and number of staff members. This
state of affairs was mockingly known as the
“earthquake bubble,” and as the name suggests, was
a temporary situation. As soon as the support disap-
peared, an element of instability emerged, as groups
lost the ability to conduct activities and hire work-
ers.

According to the JCN report, the number of
groups in the network that carried out support ac-
tivities in the 2012 fiscal year (by the end of March
2013), two years after the earthquake, had fallen to
64% of the total membership of 853, and one year
later, in late March 2014, it had fallen further to ap-
proximately half (53%) of the total. As time passed,
emergency relief projects ceased, local needs
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changed, and the amount of funds flowing into the
region decreased, with the result that many of the
groups that had started operating after the earth-
quake disbanded. In particular, there was a tendency
for many of the groups that had received support
from outside the prefectures to plan to hand over
their activities to local groups, or simply withdraw.
This trend was already beginning to occur two years
after the end of the emergency phase.

As the emergency relief response gave way to
the reconstruction phase, it was time for each group
to consider the need for organizational building,
and think about issues such as a long-term plan, an
appropriate organizational and project scale, and
financial conditions. It is easy to imagine, however,
that as circumstances in the disaster area become
more long-term and complex, many groups did not
have time to think about such things.

Amid these circumstances, the Japan NPO Cen-
ter devised this project based on the awareness that
there was an urgent need for organizational struc-
turing and capacity building among groups working
to support the long reconstruction process ahead.

[Notes]

1. Japan Civil Network for Disaster Relief of the East Ja-
pan, Fiscal Year 2013 Plan of Activities

2. Japan NGO Center for International Cooperation (JANIC)
website, Great East Japan Earthquake NGO activities,
http://www.janic.org/earthquake/list/action.html

12. Daisetsu River Net: A nonprofit organization located in
Asahikawa, Hokkaido, which registered as a Specified Non-
profit Corporation in 2005. Its activities included the envi-
ronmental protection of the Ishikari River valley and lead-
ership training for municipal rescue squads. In the 2011
fiscal year, Yamada town in Iwate prefecture contracted
this group with an employment project budgeted at 790
million yen. In December 2012, however, it was discovered
that the organization had only 750,000 yen remaining, and
Yamada town decided to discontinue the project. 137 em-
ployees were let go. On May 15, 2013, the Tokyo District
Court ruled to begin bankruptcy procedures. The total
liability was around 560 million yen. On February 4, 2013,
the head of the organization was arrested on suspicion of
business embezzlement.

13. Iwate NPO Center: In October 2009, it was discovered
that a project related to green tourism (contracted by Iwate
prefecture) had involved document forgery and work being
assigned to employees who lacked tourism certification.
Afterwards, other examples of corruption came to light,
such as bribery at the contract management facility and
inadequate appropriation of subsidies from financial or-
ganizations (forged acceptance forms), and all the directors
resigned. The new directors attempted a comeback, but on
December 10, 2010, they filed for bankruptcy in the Mori-
oka District Court. The total liability was 32.1 million yen.



Chapter 3: Implementation Outline

=== text omitted here ===

3.2. Project Structure

3.2.1. Project Outline

One of the major aims of this project was to
provide the participants with comprehensive sup-
port that would go beyond their completion of the
group training course, to allow them to put what
they had learned into practice. The project was de-
signed to assist the participants through mentors,
who would guide them towards this end.

Potential project participants were asked to
clearly identify the problems that they or their or-
ganizations were dealing with. Over a period of four
months, the successful candidates attended a group-
training course entitled “15 Management Capabilities
to Improve NPOs,” which aimed to strengthen organ-
izational capacity. They also worked towards acquir-
ing the organizational management knowledge re-
quired of leaders of such organizations. Participants
were then matched with mentors, who provided
them with support over the 11 months to follow.
During this period, they were assisted in activities
aimed at resolving their organizational issues and

Figure 2
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were given an opportunity to intern at another or-
ganization. The core intent of this project’s design
can be seen through these components, with its aim
to provide comprehensive support in the resolution
of organizational issues (Figure 2).

NPO Capacity Development Project:
Project Summary

*%  AIM: To aid in the revitalization of disaster
-affected areas by working side-by-side
with nonprofit organizations to cultivate
and strengthen their capacity, and to prac-
tically and comprehensively cultivate non-
profit leadership in the affected areas.

* TOTAL BUDGET: 150,000,000 Yen

* FRAMEWORK:

1. Group Training Course for
Organizational Capacity Building
(with additional training if needed)

2. Mentoring Program

3. Grant Program for Strengthening
Organizational Capacities

4. Internship Program

5. Creation of training materials

=== text omitted here ===

2013
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Supplementary Training (as needed)

Compilation of Textbook: 15 Management
Capabilities for NPO Leaders

OdN ar0adwi| 03 sanijiqede) usw

-abeuepy G| :suoissas Buiured] dnoany

weiboid BulioIudN :g

C: Practical Support Program

Organizational Development Course
(Grant Program)

D: Internship Course
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Chapter 4: Project Evaluation (1)
Evaluation of Overall Project Effectiveness

This chapter and the one that followscribe the
outcomes of the project evaluation based on the
latter’s aims and approaches as described in Chap-
ter 1, and discuss the project’s effectiveness.

4.1. Relationships of Trust, Camaraderie and Net-
working

The first major outcome of the project raised
here is the mutual trust that developed among the
participants, between the participants and their
mentors, and between the participants and the pro-
ject organizers. These relationships of trust have
laid the basis for future nonprofit activities. Figure 3
shows the participants’ responses to the project
evaluation survey regarding the topic of what they
had gained by joining the project. As shown, over
70% of respondents said that they had gained a
basic knowledge of nonprofit organizations and a
network within their prefecture, and over half men-
tioned attaining “an understanding of the work of
other organizations” and “a camaraderie (group
spirit).” Among these responses, the networks and
camaraderie developed are particularly expected to
serve as valuable assets for the participants and
their organizations in the medium to long-term fu-
ture.

4.1.1. Participant Satisfaction
It goes without saying that in the case of contin-

ued projects such as this, the enthusiasm of the par-
ticipants and their attitude towards the project

Figure 3
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greatly impacts the outcomes. Their overall satisfac-
tion with the project is therefore a major indicator
in measuring project effectiveness. As the project
evaluation did not, however, qualitatively measure
participant enthusiasm and attitudes over time, it is
impossible to summarize how they changed
(although a sense of it can be gleaned through the
surveys and check sheets completed at key points of
the process). We therefore look instead at the partic-
ipants’ post-project observations.

The Net Promoter Score (NPS) method (used in
the marketing industry) was employed in this evalu-
ation process. The participants and mentors were
asked what they thought of the project as a whole
during group interviews that were held during the
project evaluation stage. NPS classifies the consum-
ers of products and services into three groups based
on their satisfaction levels in an attempt to quantify
reputation and customer loyalty.

The consumer is asked: “How likely is it that you
would recommend our product/service to a friend
or colleague?” to which there are 11 levels of re-
sponse, from O to 11 (0=Not at all likely,
10=Extremely likely).! Respondents are categorized
into the following three groups:

Promoters: 9-10 (would buy/use it again, would
recommend it to others)

Passives: 7-8 (neither recommend nor criticize)
Detractors: 0-6(critical, would say negative things
about it to others)

The NPS score is calculated as follows:
NPS=Promoters/Total (%) - Detractors/Total (%)

For example, if a survey is taken of a hundred
people regarding a certain product and 25 people
are “Promoters” and 13 are “Detractors,” the NPS is:

NPS=25%(25/100)-13% (13/100)=12 points?

Naturally, the higher the ratio of Detractors to
Promoters is, the lower the NPS. In general, the aver-
age NPS is between 10 and 15 points.® In the case of
companies, it is common that they assess their
points based on a comparison of their products/
services with those of other companies.



The NPS method was used experimentally in
this project evaluation to gauge how the partici-
pants and mentors felt about the project.* The pro-
ject period under review was from April 2012 to July
2013, and the group interviews through which the
NPS method was applied took place from January to
February 2014, about six months after the project’s
end. The participants can thus be regarded as hav-
ing had the ability (to an extent) to reflect objective-
ly upon their experiences.

Table 6 shows the NPS of the project partici-
pants, and the total score for the three prefectures
is 32 points, which is relatively high. It is interpreted
as there being 32 more Promoters than Detractors in
a group of 100 participants. Among the different
project components, the group-training course
scored highest at 38 points, and the internship
course scored lowest at 13 points. Iwate’s low score
of 8 points stands out among the total scores for
each prefecture, given that Fukushima and Miyagi
scored highly with 50 and 40 points respectively.

The project had 64 participants when it first
began, and as the NPS sample was only 37,° these
scores should not be relied upon too much in form-
ing judgments. However, the results do serve as a
certain indicator of strong satisfaction with the pro-
ject in general, particularly regarding the project as
a whole and the group-training course.

4.2. Project Design Reflections

The abovementioned camaraderie or group Spir-
it among the participants was apparent upon meet-
ing with them, but it became clear in the early stages
of the project evaluation that a number of things
had to be considered in terms of the project’s de-
sign. Below are two points that stood out in particu-
lar.

4.2.1. Dual Goals

As mentioned in the Implementation Outline,
this project had two aims to fulfill in the disaster
areas: to strengthen the capacity of nonprofit organ-
izations, and to cultivate leadership. More specifical-
ly, the project aimed to strengthen the capacity of

Table 6
Iwate Miyagi Fukushima | Total
Score | "Pond | score | RePord | geore | "ot | score | "eior®

Overall Project B 13 40 10 50 14 E¥] 37
Group Training 31 13 50 10 36 14 38 37
Mentoring Program o 13 50 10 31 13 5 36

Organizational Development‘ | | |
Course (Grant Program) 5 12 B 9 5 12 kY 33
Internship Course 40 10 -17 [ 4] ] 13 24

various organizations through the participation of
their staff. This process is illustrated in Figure 4.
Among the project components, the group-training
course allowed people other than staff from the par-
ticipating organizations to join. Only project partici-
pants, however, could avail of the mentoring of-
fered, and these mentors did not offer direct con-
sulting services with the organizations. Further, alt-
hough the organizations were the recipients of the
Grant Program for Strengthening Organizational
Capacities, there was a condition requiring that the
staff member actually participating in the project be
put in charge of running the grant activity. In one
case, a participant resigned from the organization
after the grant was made but before the capacity
building activities were implemented, and this re-
sulted in the organization having to refund the
grant. The internship component was the same: only
project participants were able to take advantage of
the opportunity.

Regarding goal-setting and structure, the men-
tors, who became heavily involved in the manage-
ment of the project (many were also on the project’s
executive committee) expressed concern that it was
ambitious, if not impossible, to aim for both organi-
zational capacity building and leadership develop-
ment. The gist of their argument was as follows:

Organizational capacity building and leadership
development are different in nature, and so the
types of support and connections needed to achieve
each are different.

If the main objective of the project is organiza-
tional capacity building, the “entry point” would not
be restricted to individuals, and it would be better
to resolve organizational issues by meeting the
needs of the organization through involvement in
multiple ways (i.e. organizational consulting). This
will be discussed further below, but regarding men-
toring in particular, there was a strong conscious-
ness among the mentors that the project not involve
organizational counseling. Regardless of whether
contact had been made with the organizations’ pres-
idents or core staff members, the mentors refrained
from advising the organizations other than through
the participants.

If, on the other hand, the main objective of the
project is leadership development, the project is
linked to particular participants who clear the
screening process, which, to be straightforward,
should mean that even if that person resigns from
the organization, he or she should not have to leave
the project as a result.

Several mentors were concerned that this meth-
od of strengthening organizational capacity through
individual participants resulted in too many unnec-
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essary constraints.

Of course, it is not the case that the two goals of
strengthening organizational capacity and cultivat-
ing leadership cannot coexist. Rather, if one is the
goal, the other often arises as a subsidiary effect.
The relationship between these two goals, however,
and particularly from the point of view of whether
the beneficiary is the organization or the individual
(or both), was a matter that required careful consid-
eration in designing this project. For example, the
“Project to Support NGO Capacity Building”® run by
AYUS International Buddhist Cooperation Network
provides support for the labor costs of certain staff
members in order to strengthen the organization,
but the target beneficiary is the position in the or-
ganization rather than the individual, and it is clear
the project provides support to the organization.

Figure 4
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4.2.2. Expected Participants, Actual Participants

The year following the earthquake disaster was
a tumultuous one in the areas affected, and not just
in terms of the situation of nonprofit organizations.
There is no question that certain assumptions were
made in planning this project based on the amount
of experience available amidst the chaos, and that
there was a need to push for the project's imple-
mentation. In retrospect, one of the most difficult
issues involved the caliber of people participating in
the project. A rather detailed analysis of the partici-
pants from this perspective follows.

As stated in the Implementation Outline, the
target participants for this project were current and
upcoming nonprofit leaders (including intermediary
support organizations) in the disaster-affected are-
as. To repeat, the participants were expected to
“possess a desire to take on a leadership role for the
organization in the future and have organizational
backing to take the course” (Ref: Project Summary),
with the intent of strengthening the basic
knowledge, management capacity and networks of
nonprofit organizations through current and up-
coming nonprofit leaders in the disaster-affected
areas. The plan was for this group of people to ac-
tively participate in the project and apply what they
learned to their organizations, thereby contributing
to strengthening organizational capacity.

According to the project evaluation survey, of
the presidents of participating organizations briefed
about the project, Over 60% responded that they
were provided an adequate explanation, but 25%
said that no details were given to them or that the
explanation was inadequate (Figure 5). Further, rea-
sons such as the following were given by the organi-
zations regarding why they participated in the pro-
ject: 1) To strengthen the secretariat and its manage-
ment capacity and improve staff skills (e.g. skills in
negotiation, presentation and sharing), 2) To en-
hance the organization’s work, as the project will be
useful for future activities, 3) To deepen basic un-
derstanding of nonprofit organizations, 4) To inter-
act with and share information with other organiza-
tions, build networks, and expand the organization’s
external outlook, and 5) The participating staff
member wished to join (Figure 6). It would seem
from these responses that the number of respond-
ents stating that they had been provided an ade-
quate explanation of the project should have been
higher, but, at the very least, in terms of the organi-
zations that understood the project’s aims, their
reason for joining the project and their aim to
strengthen organizational capacity were almost one
and the same.

Judging from the participants actually dis-



patched by the organizations, however, their attrib-
utes and levels of experience did not necessarily
correspond with what had been anticipated. There
was, in fact, great variation in these aspects, which
impacted the final outcome of the project.

4.2.2.1 Participation of current leaders, upcoming
leaders and others

As Appendix 6 (List of project participants and
mentor matching) shows, of the 64 initial partici-
pants, 17 were presidents of their organizations,
with two from Iwate, six from Miyagi and nine from
Fukushima.” For executive directors,® there were four
from Iwate, two from Miyagi, and three from Fuku-
shima. In total, 41% of the participants (i.e. 17+9/64)
were current leaders of their organizations when the
project was launched.

Of the remaining participants, it is difficult to
judge how many would fall into the category of
“upcoming leader” as envisaged by this project
based on information such as job title. It was possi-
ble to conclude based on mentor and project organ-
izer interviews for the evaluation, however, that a
fair number of participants were not in the position
to be considered upcoming leaders. And so ultimate-
ly, there was a mix of the project participants who
each fell into one of three groups: “current leader,”

Figure 5

MAdequate explanation of the project was provided ~ MExplanation was provided but inadequate

M No detailed explanation was provided Did not attend the explanation meeting

Figure 6

To strengthen the secretariat and its management
capacity and improve staff skills
(e.g. skills in negotiation, presentation and sharing)

To enhance the organization’s work,
as the project will be useful for future activities

To deepen basic understanding of nonprofits

To interact with and share in-formation

with other organizations, build networks,

and expand the organization’s external outlook
The participating staff member wished to join

To develop future organizational leaders

An opportunity to reflect on organizational issues

To obtain fundraising skills

The organizational head wished the participant to join

To gain various experience offered by the project

“upcoming leader,” and “other.” Why was this?

During the selection process, it was mainly the
local project organizers in Iwate, Miyagi and Fuku-
shima that explained the project to candidate organ-
izations and encouraged them to join. These project
staff recruited participants based on their shared
understanding that they were to encourage the par-
ticipation of leaders and upcoming leaders in these
organizations (in intermediary support organiza-
tions, upcoming leaders in particular). At the time,
however, a lack of understanding about nonprofit
organizations was common in some of the disaster-
affected areas, and many organizations were So
overwhelmed by the recovery efforts that they
found it difficult to send staff to participate in the
project, even if they concurred with the its aim of
strengthening organizational capacity.

Thus, for example, it is clear from interviews
with the project staff in Iwate that they deliberately
tried to recruit “younger” (i.e. less experienced)
staff, and this was reinforced by their awareness of
the lack of nonprofit workers there. There were also,
however, a number of cases (particularly in Fukushi-
ma) wherein after being was told about the project,
the organizational president him/herself signed up
to join “because no one else could participate (or no
one else corresponded with the target participant).”

In some situations, people joined the project
despite not knowing whether they would have jobs,
or even whether their organizations would still exist,
the year after, as some had been urgently employed
for certain projects or worked for organizations
staffed mostly by the government-sponsored emer-
gency job creation program. Though it may appear
doubtful that the organizations sent participants
who might serve as leaders of the future, we can, at
the very least, understand that they supported the
project’s aim of strengthening organizational capaci-
ty and still managed, despite the unstable situation,
to send someone to participate.

Regarding the last point, as mentioned in the
Implementation Outline, there were initially 64 pro-
ject participants but the number fell to 45 by the
time the project (including mentoring component)
ended in July 2013. Regarding why there were early
terminations, it appears that in a number of cases,
there were major changes in the relationship be-
tween the organization and the participant, such as
the latter resigning or her/his employment period
coming to an end. At least three participants left
due to the latter or the organization itself being dis-
solved, and at least nine can be regarded as having
left due to differences of opinion.

Given these circumstances, there was substan-
tial variation in the attributes and level of experienc-
es of the participants. This led to substantial varia-
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tion in people’s needs in terms of mentoring
(discussed below), and was a factor that complicated
project management, including the issue of how to
provide all participants with equal guidance.

4.2.2.2. Basic knowledge about nonprofit organi-
zations

In addition to the actual project participants not
necessarily being of the same caliber of those ex-
pected, another point that veered from the expected
was the extent of their basic knowledge about non-
profit organizations, particularly in the case of peo-
ple who were currently serving as leaders of their
organizations. A “Transformation Checklist” was
executed during the group interview as part of the
post-project evaluation. Figure 7 shows what partici-
pants selected amongst four options regarding their
“understanding and knowledge regarding nonprofit
organizations as a whole” at the time of joining the
project. It can be seen that there is no major gap
between presidents/executive directors and other
staff members in their self-assessment of their
knowledge prior to the project’s commencement. Of
the 53 respondents, 12 said that they had a
“considerably systematic understanding” of non-
profit organizations, whereas 41 said that they “did
not have a systematic understanding/basically did
not have any knowledge” (Figure 7).

This can be regarded as an unanticipated situa-
tion from the perspective of the project’s concep-
tion. Attention must be given to the fact that even
among the participants who were serving as presi-
dents (i.e. incumbent leaders), quite a few were
aware that they lacked basic knowledge about non-
profit organizations. Below we look at some of these
indicators based on the nonprofit experience of the
participants and their reasons for joining the pro-
ject, using what they wrote in the evaluation survey.

First, Figure 8 shows the participants’ nonprofit
experience according to position. Among those with

Figure 7

positions other than president or executive director,
54% had nonprofit experience of “less than two
years” (15 out of 28 respondents) but even among
those with positions of president or executive direc-
tor, the ratio was 43% (12 out of 28). If we take “less
than 2 years” to mean one year, “3-5 years” as four
years, “6-10 years” as eight years and “over 10
years” as ten years, the mean value for nonprofit
experience was 4.6 years for presidents/executive
directors, and 3.3 years for those with other posi-
tions, The gap of 1.3 years between these groups is
not very much.

In the survey, participants were asked an open-
ended question regarding their reasons for joining
the project, and responses were divided into “lack of
nonprofit knowledge/experience” and “other rea-
son.” Among presidents/executive directors, 36% of
the total (10 out of 28 respondents) raised “lack of
nonprofit knowledge/experience” as their reason for
joining, and among participants with positions other
than president or executive director, 42% of the total
(11 out of 26) said the same (see Table 7).

Thus, not much difference can be seen between
the nonprofit knowledge and experiences of the
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presidents/executive directors and participants
serving their organizations in other capacities. It is
thought that this outcome was strongly impacted by
the external factor of the timing of the project
(immediately post-disaster). Table 8 examines
whether there is a difference in the reasons for par-
ticipating in the project depending on whether the
group was founded before or after the disaster.
Whereas 25% (7 out of 28) of groups established pri-
or to the disaster raised “lack of nonprofit
knowledge/experience,” 52% (13 out of 25) of those
established post-disaster said the same.'® Lack of
basic knowledge among the latter groups was also
an issue that arose in the interviews with the project
organizer, and can be gathered from the evaluation
survey. Specifically, the following reasons stand out:

I was not involved in nonprofits prior to the
March 11 disaster and was unfamiliar with matters
such as volunteer methodology.

Since the disaster, I have wanted to broaden my
understanding of nonprofits, as I am fully involved
in one as my job.

It is undeniable that we lacked skills at the local
nonprofit I founded after the disaster, so in addition
to cultivating nonprofit know-how, I wanted to im-
prove communications and information sharing with
other nonprofits.

Because the organization was established as a
result of the disaster, not only were we fuzzy on the
significance of our work as a nonprofit, we were also
uneasy about the instability of the organization’s
finances, as we operated only on funds received
from the government for services it requested.

I became involved in nonprofit work after the
disaster but lacked knowledge about nonprofits and

Table 7

Lack of knowledge/ Other

experience of non- Total

profits reasons
President 8 9 17
Executive Director 2 9 11
Other Position 11 15 26
Total 21 33 54
Table 8
Lack of knowledge/ Other
experience of nonprofits reasons Total

Founded
before Disaster 7 21 28
Founded
after Disaster 13 12 25
Total 20 33 53

organizational management, so I felt that everything
might come to a standstill if I kept going this way
with all the things I had to do. When I heard about
this project and that I could learn about capacity
building, I joined because I thought it would be a
way to not only improve my knowledge to be able to
carry out my tasks, but also expand the organization
as a whole.

As can be seen from above, many participants,
including those serving as organizational presidents,
lacked knowledge about nonprofit organizations
when the project began, partly due to the fact that
their organizations had been established in the
stricken areas soon after the disaster. Combined
with the wide range in caliber of the participants,
their lack of experience - a key requirement in this
project for organizational capacity building - im-
pacted the overall project outcome.

4.3. Transformations'' Brought About by This Pro-
ject

As this project aimed at organizational capacity
building and leadership development, the most im-
portant aspect for the evaluation was to gauge the
various transformations that it brought about.
“Transformation Checklists” were thus developed
for individuals and organizations to complete in the
form of surveys. The “Transformation Checklist”
can be seen in Appendix 8. One thing to note is that
whereas in the case of organizational changes we
tried to use indices that allowed for follow-up on
objective evidence (e.g. whether a document did or
did not exist), it was difficult to do the same for in-
dividual changes and use objective indicators, and
we used subjective ones when necessary (e.g. wheth-
er the person understood something or not).

With such limitations, 54 of the 64 participants
(including those who terminated partway) complet-
ed the Transformation Checklist, allowing for a con-
siderably accurate report of the project outcomes.
Below is an explanation of the transformations that
took place in both individual and organizational
participants of the project.

4.3.1. Transformations in Individual Participants

Figure 7 shows the participants’ self-assessment
of their knowledge and understanding of nonprofit
organizations prior to the project’s commencement.
Figure 9, on the other hand, shows the same at the
point of the project’s end. Major changes can be ob-
served by comparing the two. Of the 53 people who
gave valid responses, whereas only 12 said that they
had a “considerably systematic understanding” of
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nonprofit organizations before the project, 47 re-
spondents said the same after it. Further, 41 partici-
pants said pre-project that they “did not have a sys-
tematic understanding/basically did not have any
knowledge” of nonprofit organizations, but only six
said that same after.

Apart from knowledge and understanding of
nonprofit organizations, participants were asked a
number of other questions in the Transformation
Checklist regarding their transformation as individ-
uals. All items were ranked in four levels, with 1 the
lowest and 4 the highest. In addition, if a transfor-
mation could be seen, they were asked for a self-
assessment of whether it was as a result of the pro-
ject (“directly related”, “somewhat related” or
“unrelated”).

We then attempted to quantify the project’s de-
gree of contribution to the changes based on these.

Degree of project’s contribution to transfor-
mation (points) = Extent of change (0-1-2-3) x Rela-
tionship between change and project (0-1-2)

That is, if for one item (e.g. “understanding of
nonprofit organizations”), the respondent gave 1
point pre-project and 4 points post-project, then 2
points for the relationship between the project and
this change, then the degree of the project’s contri-

Figure 7
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bution to transformation for this item is 6 points,
which is the highest result possible. Furthermore,
even if the degree of change for a particular item is 2
(between 1 and 3), if the relationship between the
project and this change is only a 1 (“somewhat relat-
ed”), the degree of the project’s contribution to
transformation is 2 points (2 x 1 = 2), and if 0
(“unrelated”), then the degree of project’s contribu-
tion to transformation is 0 points (2 x 0 = 0).

Appendix 8 provides a detailed list of the items
in the checklist, and a sample is shown below.

On the right-hand side of each item in the list is
a column with “This transformation is related/not
related to my participation in this project,” and four
responses are given to choose from: "directly relat-
ed,” “somewhat related,” “unrelated” and “no
change.” If, for example, the participant felt pre-
project that based on her/his understanding of and
attitude towards nonprofit organizations, the prob-
lems of the organization seemed unclear, and that s/
he was unable to understand what the issues were,
but then post-project, says that “Based on my under-
standing of and attitude towards nonprofit organiza-
tions, I understand what the organization’s prob-
lems are, and I am able to express my opinions and
propose solutions regarding them,” the degree of
transformation is 2 degrees, from a 2 to a 4, and if
this is “directly related” to the project, then the pro-
ject’s contribution to transformation is a factor of 2,
meaning that the degree of the project’s contribu-
tion to transformation is 2 degrees x factor of 4 = 4
points.

Figure 10 lists the tallied results, and the biggest
transformation that can be seen among the individu-
al participants is regarding their knowledge and un-
derstanding of nonprofit organizations. Presidents
and executive directors scored 2.9 points and other
participants scored 2.3 points. Regarding “Basic atti-
tude as a person working with nonprofit organiza-
tions,” the scores were 2.3 points and 2.2 points re-
spectively. For “Understanding of organizational

Figure 10

1.1. Knowledge and understanding of:
nonprofits in general

1.2. Speak one’s knowledge and under-
standing of nonprofits to others

2.1. Basic attitude as a person working
with a nonprofit organization

2.2. Pattern of behavior as a person
working with a nonprofit organization

3. Understanding of organizational
challenges

4. Extent of network

M President/Executive Director Mother position




challenges,” both scored 2.1 points, and for “Extent
of network,” both scored 2.3 points. Generally, the
degree of the project’s contribution to transfor-
mation was over 2 points.

Participants made the following comments in
the survey regarding changes in their consciousness:

*1 am now able to better monitor the situation of
my staff and speak to them.

*1 am now able to entrust work to my staff.

*1 have been able to broaden my thoughts to con-
sider not just the present but also the future of the
organization and the staff members.

* From running the organization to implementing
projects, | now have a strong awareness as a leader
rather than just as a staff member.

*k Looking ahead to the future, it has become clearer
to me how to manage the organization.

*1 was able to learn about what it takes to be a
leader and how to nurture human resources.

*k This was an opportunity for me to seriously think
about organizational management.

*1 can now feel confident in our activities and have
expectations for the future.

*1 can now think like the organization’s president
director and take action accordingly

* | have become more aware about becoming active-
ly involved in the organization (e.g. self-initiated
activities).

* 1 am able to understand not just my own work but
also the work of the organization.

*k1 am now able to organize my tasks and reset my
priorities.

kI am now able to actively plan/propose self-
initiated activities and share my thoughts.

*k My attitude towards work has changed. | now
think about my role in the organization and work
with activities of the organization as a whole in
mind.

4.3.2. Organizational Transformation

We also provided a wide array of items to check
off in order to measure the degrees of transfor-
mation of the organizations, as can be found in Ap-
pendix 8. Also, in order to quantify transformations
using the same measurements as those for the indi-
vidual, we utilized the same scale for the degrees of

Sample of Transformation Checklist Questions (for Individual Transformations)

Please select the responses that apply to you as an individual:

Circle what applied at the start of the progect

Circle what applied at the end of the project

(April 2012) {Juby 2013)
Overall understanding and knowkedge abowt monprofit organtzations
1.1. Overall understanding and knowledge 4 B N R | | T B N R
about nonprofit onganizations
| had aimost Ro I hadl knowledge and fak it | had a fiad a conskderabiy | have aimostne | have knowiedge and feit Tt | had 2 Fave a considerably
EnCwisdge or undErsanding o conskdemaiy SYSEmAac EnowiedpE of undErstanding to considerably SyStEmatc
understanding same exient, bt & systematic underztanding of understanding some exteEnt, but & 1S systematic understanding of
waz fagmented and  understandng of ronpoat fagmentzd and nota  uRderstanding of norproft
ot a systemafic monprofdt organizations and & syshematic nonprot organizations and It Is
understandirg organizations, but that  was being put Ini understandng organizations, bt that being put IRt practice:
[twas not being gl pracice Inour day-io- %was not being gt i our day-to-day
o practics In our day actvities nto practice in car activities
dy-to-gay actvites day-torday actvites
3. Organizaticnal shallenges
based on the respondent's understanding | | . | R . | | ; | - R | ,
of and affitude towards nonprofit - -
organizations Tdid not Enow what  The probiems of the | ndersiood what the | undersiood wheat the do ROl know what | The probiems of e | Understand what the | understand what the
e onganiztion’s  organization seemed organizafion’s organization's the crganization’s  organization seemed orpanization's organiztion’s
probiems wene uncizar, and | was  probiems were, bat | problems wers, and probiems are unciear, and | am  protiems are, butldo  probiems are, and
urabie to undersssnd  didnotexpress my  was abie o swpress unabie o understand  not express my am abis 10 express
what the ISSuEs Wen:  opinions or proposs my opinions. and Wit the Issues are  opinlons or propose my cpinions and
solutions regarding propose solutions solutions regarding propose solutions
them regarding them mem regarding them
4. Hetwarke
Links to nonprofit-related people (within and 4 B R R | | T B R R
outside the prefecture) that wers not - -
dim:'l connected to the miz_n.cn's Mmoot none Jus io the exient of hiad some Fed some Almest rone Just bo the exient of have some Feyve some
actvities having zome ACJUIREANCES (SOME ACOUNNENRCES (some having some BCQUANEINCES (SOME  acquAintances (some
acquaintarces guite close), but we  quite ciose), and we acquaintances quite ciese], but we  quite oiose], and we
did mot realy fourd opporunies o do ot realty find opportunities i
exchange information exchange Information exchange information exchange Information
or interact with each and consul each of Interact wih sach and consul each
omer oimer oimer othar
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the project’s contribution to transformation. A sam-
ple is provided below:

Figure 11 shows the entire survey results. Figure
12 shows the comparison between individual and
organizational transformations. Let us first look at
Figure 12. Individual transformations show, by and
large, a 2-point increase (e.g. 2.1 points for presi-
dents and executive directors, 2.0 points for others),
while at the organizational level it was less than 1-
point. This suggests that there is twice as much of a
difference between the individual and the organiza-
tion in terms of the degrees of the project’s contri-
bution to transformation. Additionally, if we look at
organizational transformations by staff position as
compared to individual transformations, it is 1.0
point for presidents and executive directors while
only 0.6 point for other staff members, suggesting
that there is a greater gap at the organizational lev-
el. This clearly indicates that those who serve as the
organization’s president or executive director are in
a position where they can more easily transform the
organization than other staff members.

Let us look at Figure 11 next. If we limit our-
selves to presidents and executive directors, the
greatest degree of the project’s contribution to
transformation can be seen in the “medium-term
plan” at 1.5 points, followed by 1.3 points for
“division of roles among board of directors and the

staff; board members’ degree of involvement and
sphere of authority,” and 1.2 points for “collecting
donations and membership dues.”

Why, then, was there such a large discrepancy
between the individual and organizational transfor-
mations? We could think of a few explanations. First
of all, the reason may simply be that, naturally, or-
ganizations are more difficult to transform than
individuals (e.g. multiple people with different per-
sonalities are involved in an organization, there is a
force of habit when it comes to operating an organi-
zation, etc.). Secondly, as stated earlier, individual
transformations are measured according to subjec-
tive indicators while organizational transformation
includes many objective indicators that track the
actual transformation after the fact. This makes it
more difficult to justify that transformations have
occurred, leading to the tendency to underestimate
organizational transformations as a result
(conversely, an overestimation of personal transfor-
mations at the same token).

However, what must be emphasized the most in
this project evaluation is that the effects of this pro-
ject did not automatically penetrate into the organi-
zation through the individual (i.e. a participant of
this project) when the make-up of this project was
as shown in Figure 4. The participants had also re-
peatedly mentioned this in their group interviews.

Sample of Transformation Checklist Questions (for Organizational Transformations)

Please select the appropriate responses for your organization.

Circle what applied at the start of the project

Circle what applied at the end of the project

(Aprl 2012) [July 2013)
1. Mission, Vision, Project Plan
1.2. Medium-term pl
ium-term plan ] 2 3 . | 5 3 . |
Did not exist  Did not existbut  Existed butthe  The document Coes notexist  Does notexist  Ewstsbutthe  The documentis
we were aware  document was was shared but we are document is not  shared within the
of its necessity not shared within within the aware of its  shared withinthe  organization
the nrmanizatinn nrranizatinn neEnARsite nrAnizAtinm
2. Governance and Management Structure
raran
2.2, Division of roles a.mo"g board of ) 1 2 3 " . 5 3 "
directors and the staff; board membsars
degree of involvement and sphere of Mot clearly Mot clearty Thers was a A comman Mot dearty Mot clearly There iz a A common
authority defined defined but we general sense of uwnderstanding defined defined but we general sense of understanding
were aware of COMMmon existed within are aware of the COmmon exists within the
the problems  understanding the organization problems that  understanding organizaticn
that may arise  but differences may arise from  but differences.
from this in understanding this n understanding
wiould sometimes
sometimes surfaces
3. Funding Sources and Supporiers
3.2, Collecting donations and
membership duss ‘ 1 2 3 £ | = 3 | “ |
Hardly cellected Hardly collected  Cellected them  Collected them Hardly collect Hardly collect  Collect them but Collect them and
any any but we were  but they did not  and they led to any any butwe are  they donotlead they lead to the
aware of the ead to the the desired aware of the to the desired desired
need to do so desired outcomes need to do so outcomes outcomes
CHICTHTES
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As noted earlier, the participants of this project
were recruited under the premise that each organi-
zation would send one of their presidents with
hopes of him/her becoming a leader who would play
a significant role in the organization. There were
many cases, however, where the participant was not
a president of the organization, and when s/he tried
to put organizational problem-solving into practice,
s/he experienced difficulties with no understanding
gained from her/his superiors within the organiza-
tion. Reasons vary as to why this happened. Some
organizations have a charismatic leader and leader-
ship had not been successfully handed down to the
next generation. Other organizational presidents
may not have been prepared to hear the proposals
and ideas regarding organizational change offered
by the participants, even though they been the ones
to send them out to join the project in the first
place. In other organizations, the project partici-
pants and the core members of the organization,
including the presidents, may have had different
views on which issues to prioritize.

Figure 11

Thus, certain conditions made it difficult for the
participants to put what they had learned from the
project into practice and make use of them in organ-
izational capacity building. It must be repeated here
once again that in reference to this project’s objec-
tive to strengthen organizational capacities, the ma-
jor deciding factor regarding the project’s success
lay in who the staff members sent to participate, in
terms of whether or not they would continue to be
employed at the organization and expected to work
in executive and leadership capacities.

4.3.3. Evaluating Transformations

We have compared individual and organizational
transformations as stated above, but it is not easy to
assess the numbers used in measuring the degrees
of this project’s contribution to the transformations,
which were created specifically for this project eval-
uation to begin with, and given that there are no
external measurements to compare them to. In the
above paragraphs, we stated that the degree of
transformation is smaller for the organization than
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1.1. Organizational Mission
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5.1. Human Resource Management
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6.1. Information Disclosure

6.2. Evaluation
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for the individual. However, let us take one example
where the average degree of the project’s contribution
to transformation for the “Medium-Term Plan” was 1.5
points in the case of the participants being the organi-
zation’s presidents and executive directors. This
means that progress (or a 1-point transformation) was
made at every organization between the stage where a
medium-term plan “did not exist but we were aware of
its necessity” to the stage where it “existed but the
document was not shared within the organization.”
Additionally, it meant that half of the organizations
recognized that this transformation was “directly relat-
ed” to this project while the other half said that the
project was “somewhat related.” It depends on the
subjectivity of those evaluating it to say if this was a
large enough change or not, but it is safe to say that a
1-point or larger transformation can be regarded as a
definite organizational transformation, and the fact
that this project had created this transformation may
well be considered a significant contribution to the
participating organizations.
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[Notes]

1. For this project evaluation, we used a 10-point evaluation
scale.

2. For more information on NPS, refer to: http://
www.netpromoter.com/why-net-promoter/know/, http://
marketingis.jp/wiki/NPS

3.http://www.inc.com/articles/201106/whats-your-net-
promoter-score.html

4. NPS has been used in part as an indicator to measure the
effectiveness of nonprofit programs. For example, see: http://
www.keystoneaccountability.org/node/462

5. Number of responses was 24 for the Internship Course.
6. See http://ngo-ayus.jp/ngo/ngo_support/

7. Participants who had the title of President or President of
the Board of Directors at the beginning of the project.

8. As of June 2012.

9. For explanations of “lack of nonprofit knowledge/
experience,” we included both answers that directly address
the insufficiency and also indirect reasons such as “Wanted to
deepen my understanding of NPOs.” All the responses are
listed in Appendix 7.

10. Total numbers are not the same in Tables 7 and 8 due to
some responses being incomplete.

11. In this report, we address the phenomenon observed
through the “Transformation Checklist” used in this project
evaluation as “transformation,” making a distinction with the
more generally used term “change.”


http://www.netpromoter.com/why-net-promoter/know/
http://www.netpromoter.com/why-net-promoter/know/

=== Chapters omitted here ===
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Chapter 9:

Conclusions and Recommendations

Thus far in this report, Chapter 2 explained the
background of this project, Chapter 3 provided the
project overview, Chapters 4 through 6 discussed
project effectiveness, Chapter 7 presented material
for assessing efficiency, and in Chapter 8 we offered
our thoughts on assessment of the project relevance
of nonprofit organizational capacity building for the
reconstruction of the disaster-affected region. In
this final chapter of the report, we will state our
conclusions and recommendations.

9.1. The Characteristics of a Multifaceted Project

It need not be repeated that continuity and
multiplicity are this project’s major features, with
its combination of various types of components. In
other words, the project was not limited to capacity
building group training sessions that would take
place once or a few times. As such, we can foresee at
least the following three effects:

1) By creating multiple points of intervention for the
project, we were able to make minor adjustments
for the sake of achieving the project objectives and
for operation efficiency.

2) We were able to offer a model program that in-
cludes a component of mentoring, to serve as a pilot
program for “accompaniment” style support.

3) We were able to ensure that relationships are
maintained between the participants and the project
staff, or among the mentors and participants, which
can then lead to building long-term relationships
based on mutual trust.

The following sections summarize the actual
effects that eventuated.

9.1.1. Minor Adjustments and Major Changes in
the Project

To state the first point above about making mi-
nor adjustments in a different way, we could say
that this was a “think on your feet” type of project.
We touched on the effects of the project’s executive
committee engagement in thorough discussions at
the project design stage in Chapter 5. Even after
implementation had begun, minor adjustments were
made to the project on a daily basis, through feed-
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back from various surveys, self-diagnosis checklists,
visualization sheets, monthly reports from the men-
tors, and the sharing of the minutes from various
meetings (with the mentors and the executive of-
fice). Also, the existence of project organizer branch
offices made it possible to understand what was
going on with the participants and their organiza-
tions, and to promptly respond to them as neces-
sary.

In this sense, we could say that there were mul-
tiple, small PDCA loops!' embedded into this pro-
ject, which is something that deserves to be highly
evaluated.

On the other hand, as stated in Chapter 4, there
was a wider variation of characteristics and experi-
ences among the actual participants compared to
the participant pool anticipated during the project’s
design stage. Minor adjustments at the implementa-
tion stage could not solve this gap between, and it
cannot be denied that this affected the effective im-
plementation of the project. Also, as stated in Chap-
ter 5, this gap also troubled the mentors in terms of
the support they provided.

In the future, we recommend bringing in an ele-
ment of project evaluation at three main phases of
the project: in the initial stage, mid-project, and post
-completion. This would mean establishing not just
small PDCA loops but larger PDCA loops intertwined
with the smaller ones, allowing for relatively major
adjustments regarding the direction of the project to
take place at each given time, instead of only minor
adjustments throughout the process. The im-
portance of undertaking continuous evaluations has
been pointed out in the evaluation industry.? This
would mean having external evaluators, if necessary,
assess the project throughout the process, from the
preparation stages to post-completion, beyond the
scope of day-to-day monitoring. For this specific
project, it may have been possible to implement
some larger changes in project design at the initial
review after the participants were decided.

9.1.2. The “Accompaniment” Support Model and
its Future

As for the second point about our support mod-



el, we believe this to be a major contribution to the
methods of strengthening nonprofit organizations
and civil society, even if we have observed, in this
particular project, operational problems in mentor-
ing and action support programs, as mentioned in
Chapter 5. This is a major contribution because
through this experiment, we were able to present an
applied example of a concrete method in nonprofit
capacity building.

Even before the Great East Japan Earthquake,
the limitations of capacity building projects that
only take the form of group trainings had already
been pointed out. These opinions had come from
both within and outside the nonprofit sector, includ-
ing the leaders of the Japan NPO Center, and there
had already been explorations of new and more ef-
fective means for capacity building for some time.
Some NPO Support Centers nationwide offered con-
tinuous support for capacity building through day-
to-day consultations, using support models that
could be referred to as “guide runner,” “empathetic
side-by-side assistance,” or “attentive listener” mod-
els, and there was an awareness that such know-how
needed to be generalized to some extent and shared.

When those among the nonprofit leadership
became members of government committees related
to civil society and the strengthening of nonprofit
organizations, the “accompaniment model” of sup-
port was also discussed in those committees, and
this laid the groundwork for the model to be reflect-
ed in government policies. Before the Great East Ja-
pan Earthquake, the government had become cogni-
zant of the need to strengthen the nonprofit infra-
structure. This awareness could be seen, for in-
stance, in the proposal to dispatch specialists for
the objective of building up the operational infra-
structure of nonprofit organizations as one re-
sponse to the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) ad-
ministration’s implementation of the “New Public
Commons Support Project.” In 2013, under the Lib-
eral Democratic Party administration’s “Round Table
for Mutual Support Society” initiative, this tradition
has been passed on, and the need to improve non-
profit infrastructure and for “accompaniment-type
hands-on support” has been addressed.?

Given this political backdrop, we believe that it
was meaningful that we could present this project
as one form of mentoring, as a concrete example of
the “accompaniment” model of support. Of course,
there could be various other ways for providing this
type of support, so the push towards the sharing of
knowledge and reflection on policies through fur-
ther exploration and modeling are desired. We have

heard from those in leadership positions of various
NPO Support Centers nationwide who were involved
in this project as mentors that they have developed
mentor dispatch programs using our project as a
reference. By conducting follow-ups of not only the
participants but also the mentors for the supple-
mentary project evaluation, we hope to include sto-
ries about these developments in our collection of
case studies.

Furthermore, at NPO Support Centers nation-
wide, consultation programs, along with workshops
and training sessions as well as exchange and net-
working programs, have been recognized as “soft
programs” (i.e. all programs except facility manage-
ment and operation) that the centers hope in the
future to make central to their operations, while
also being aware of the difficulties in making profit.*

At the group interview of mentors for this pro-
ject review, some mentioned that even though the
“accompaniment” model requires effort and funds,
it is difficult to find grants and subsidies to cover
them, and trying to set up a fee structure that would
recover at least some of the costs had become a
source of distress. The level of financial and human
resources invested into this project, as shown in
Chapter 7, would be a reference point for forming
“accompaniment” support model programs in the
future.

It is wvital that the effects of the
“accompaniment” support model be measured,
made visible, and information shared so that the
amount of this type of support grows. It is also vital
to meet the funding needs by creatively combining
internal and external funding sources to ensure con-
tinuous project development. In order to achieve
these goals, it becomes important to develop indica-
tors to measure the quality of mentoring as well as
the growth of those on its receiving end. Also, we
contrasted the characteristics of the
“accompaniment” model support project, using
mentoring as an example, with organizational con-
sultation support in Chapter 8, but this requires
further deliberations as well. We can only propose
support options that are truly appropriate for the
conditions of the local community or the develop-
mental stage of the organization once this is done.

9.1.3. Building and Strengthening the Community

As for the third point about relationships being
built and maintained, we have already touched on
this point in Chapter 4. The sense of camaraderie
that has grown out of this project can lead to a com-
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munity being formed where members can consult
each other on nonprofit operations across specialty
areas, and the signs of this budding community can
already be seen in the participant-led seminars that
have been continuously held as part of this project.
At a seminar in March 2014 on the topic of review-
ing organizational activities through the perspec-
tives of external bodies, one participant made an
illuminating comment on the huge potential of com-
munities such as these: “It was very helpful to hear
frank opinions regarding how people outside of our
organization comprehend what we are saying. I can-
not find anyone else external to my organization,
with no ties to us at all, who can give me reliable and
precise feedback. I think this was only possible for
this group.” As many participants, mentors, and pro-
ject staff have mentioned in the project evaluation
interviews, a project that is set up in the same way
as this project will not see all its results as soon as
the project comes to an end. In the future, making
the effects of this project more visible will be possi-
ble by creating a framework and indicators for con-
tinuous review and by using these at the local level.

9.2. The Variable of Crisis®

In this section, let us be reminded once again
that this project arose from the unprecedented dis-
aster of the Great East Japan Earthquake. There is no
doubt that this variable of crisis that resulted from
the disaster greatly affected the project. Let us sort
out what lessons were learned from this.

9.2.1. Fluidity of the Situation

At the group interviews in the three prefectures,
we asked the participants what April 2012 was like
for them when the project started. These responses
have been compiled and presented in Chapter 2, but
it is worth noting that the comments included that is
was “a second period of confusion” and “a time
when the needs of the survivors were becoming less
visible.” It also goes without saying that local non-
profits were at their busiest at this time, with both
the external environment and the internal situation
of the organization (i.e. people, money, physical sur-
roundings) were largely unstable, while external hu-
man and financial resources continued to pour in.

We must reconfirm here that this project was
conducted under highly fluid conditions, and there-
fore some of the phenomena noted in this report
(such as variation among the experience levels of the
participants, high attrition rate of participants, low
number of participants who used the available sup-
port offered to them, etc.) have been heavily affected
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by the variable of fluidity. Therefore, we must em-
phasize that if, in the future, similar projects are to
be planned as part of a disaster response, this varia-
ble of fluidity must be included in the project execu-
tion plans.

9.2.2. From Emergency to Normal Times

At the same time, however, as shown in Chapter
3, the period of a year after the disaster meant that
it was a period during which social problems that
had existed prior to the disaster began to resurface.
We stated in Chapter 8 that for the Great Hanshin-
Awaji Earthquake, during the transition from the
early recovery period (4-5 years post disaster) to the
full-fledged restoration period (6-10 years post dis-
aster), nonprofit activities also transitioned from
emergency responses to activities implemented dur-
ing normal times.

It warrants attention, once again, that the pro-
ject objective that arose from the disaster, of non-
profit capacity building and developing leaders,
must be put in the context of this flow from emer-
gency to normal times. If local nonprofit leaders are
to be the bearers of the responsibility to build
strong communities, then what they must acquire
goes beyond the skills of simply running nonprofit
organizations. They must have the capacity to fore-
see the future, as they anticipate the changing times,
consider the needs of the near future, and run the
organization and move its projects forward accord-
ingly. Moreover, despite the need for a medium to
long-term stance, disaster response funds often
have short-term (and sometimes even myopic) con-
ditions attached. One must be even more aware of
these changes than one would in normal times when
running projects to strengthen organizational infra-
structure during the reconstruction period.

9.2.3. Flexibility in Program Operation

We have already noted the variety of characteris-
tics and experiences of the participants in this pro-
ject, and this will not stand corrected. However,
when running a disaster response project where
there is no choice but to operate the project in a
“think on your feet” manner under highly fluid con-
ditions, those running the project are required to be
shrewd and create assets from the unexpected.

In drafting this report, we collected comments
from people who were involved in the project in one
way or another, and one participant sent in the fol-
lowing. This comment hints at the appeal of devel-
oping projects that target actual people:



Among projects targeting local nonprofits in the
affected areas of the Great East Japan Earthquake, it
is rare in the first place to even find a next genera-
tion of leaders who are established in the organiza-
tion. More often than not, the organizations them-
selves have been vulnerable and unstable. If the can-
didates for this project had been screened more rig-
orously based on certain conditions and qualifica-
tions, it would have meant that, in the end, only or-
ganizations that already had somewhat strong infra-
structure to begin with would be further strength-
ened, while other organizations would not be given
the chance for growth. It would have been a very
limiting project. In this sense, I was grateful that the
opportunity was granted to someone like me, to
learn and grow, and I think it is of major signifi-
cance that the selection of participants allowed this
flexibility.

9.2.4. Role of Intermediary Support Organizations

From the initial response to the recovery phases
of disaster response, it is clear that local volunteer
centers and NPO Support Centers have a large role
to play in providing coordination support. However,
through this project review process, the importance
of taking great pains to secure local intermediary
support functions, including the “accompaniment”
model support, in the path towards post-disaster
reconstruction in the medium to long term has
emerged. As stated above, part of this is the re-
sponsibility that local support centers bear in lead-
ing the growth of “accompaniment” model support
programs. Another part, however, has been clear
from the experience of the Great Hanshin-Awaji
Earthquake - that “intermediary support organiza-
tions are expected to lead the improvements to the
systems and structures by engaging in research and
proactively making policy proposals.”” It is normal
to experience difficulties in attracting funding for
these intermediary support functions, so it makes it
all the more vital to assert their necessity and ef-
fects to all concerned parties.?

9.3. Towards Establishing an Evaluation System
that Makes Project Outcomes Visual

On a final note, in the future, when the Japan
NPO Center and other NPO Support Centers nation-
wide engage in improvements or projects to
strengthen nonprofit infrastructures, we recom-
mend that goal setting (or an evaluation plan, to
take it a step further) be implemented at the very
beginning, making use of this project evaluation as a
model.

This project may well be considered unique as a
disaster recovery-related project, even just for the
fact that considerable funds were used in the evalu-
ation of a single project. However, as noted in the 15
Management Capabilities workbook, it is essential to
the healthy operation of a nonprofit organization to
routinely engage in organizational evaluations and
project evaluations as appropriate. By effectively
using what is learned from such evaluations, the
organization can move closer to achieving its mis-
sion. At the Japan NPO Center, we expect to see syn-
ergistic effects among our projects as we engage in
the combined evaluation of multiple projects, in-
cluding the second phase of this project that in-
volves providing support for the improvement of
organizational capacity, other disaster recovery-
related projects, and organizational capacity build-
ing initiatives.

From the outset, with projects with orientations
such as this, it is natural to see outcomes material-
ize only after some time had passed since the pro-
ject’s end. By measuring such outcomes by organiza-
tion’s size, membership, proposal-making skills,
planning skills, execution skills, stability, retention
of people (staff members), or quality and quantity of
external communication, we can continue reporting
on the outcomes. Part of this will be presented in
the collection of case studies - the outcome of this
project’s supplementary project evaluation.

We are not too far from the day when it will be
the norm in running projects to have an evaluation
framework created for all stages of the project, and
to have them discussed and shared with all parties
involved. In order to accelerate the setting of this
norm, we need multi-layered dissemination and poli-
cymaking activities, including activities to raise the
awareness of the funders.
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[Notes]

1. PDCA Cycle. Project management terminology, indicat-
ing a method for project improvement through repeating
the four cycles of a project: Plan, Do, Check, and Act.

2. Differing from the general summative evaluation, this is
called a utilization-focused evaluation due to the fact that
it focuses on the “learning” of the users of the evaluation.
For example, see Michael Quinn Patton (2008) Utilization-
Focused Evaluation, 4th ed. [Sage Publications].

3. For example, see “Towards the Promotion of a Mutual
Support Society”:

https://www.npo-homepage.go.jp/pdf
report33_matome.pdf

4. Japan NPO Center (August 2013) 2012 NPO Support Cen-
ter Field Survey Report, pp. 22-23.

5. Comment made by a participant at a participant-led
seminar in Fukushima on March 13, 2014.

6. We are grateful for the feedback given to us by WV]J re-
garding the draft. This feedback was used as a hint in or-
ganizing the issues to which we have referred in this sec-
tion of the report. It goes without saying that the responsi-
bility for the arguments developed in this section is that of
the author alone.

7. Ibid. (See Chapter 8, Note 8) p.191.

8. For example, similar comments have been made at a
field meeting of the Japan Civil Network for Disaster Relief
in the East Japan (JCN) [The 9th Miyagi Field Meeting, Feb-
ruary 18, 2014].

See:http://www.jpn-civil.net/2013/hisaichi
genchi_kaigi/140218_miyagi.html
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