FINAL Report for Task O2‐A8
Evaluation of Outcomes
Task description
Participants in both Pilot Trainings organised by the partner institutions of SIRCle will fill out online
evaluation forms prior, during and after each of the Pilot Modules. These online evaluation questionnaires
will research the effects of the training on the participants in regard to them becoming effective change
makers and social entrepreneurs. All these evaluation forms will be collated and a report will be published
online. FFCUL Portugal will devise the evaluation questionnaire, send to Partners, collate and evaluate the
feedback. The partner organizations in each of the partner countries are responsible for ensuring that all
participants of the Pilot Modules I and II fill out such an evaluation questionnaire.
Task Objective
The main objective is to assess scientifically the social impact of the Evoneers’ Journey not only as a
feedback mechanism for improvements and changes that ensure we meet the needs and expectations of
the social entrepreneurs but also in order to promote a cultural of impact assessment from ground zero.
After having developed a Theory of Change and set out KPI’s for our Pilots based on the Learning
Outcomes highlighted in the Curriculum we will access each participant point of arrival (T0), point of
departure in the last day of the training (T1), as well as assess their status and evolution after 6 months.

Disclaimer: The European Commission support for the production of this publication does not constitute an
endorsement of the contents which reflects the views only of the authors, and the Commission cannot be held
responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein..
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Executive Summary
From April 2016 to January 2017, twelve pilot courses using the Evoneers’ Journey (EJ) Pattern Language
Curriculum (PLC) developed as part of the SIRCle project took place in six European countries – Austria,
Belgium, Portugal, Romania, Spain, and the United Kingdom. The trainings involved 208 participants, 18
trainers and eight partner organisations. In order to better understand the impact of the Evoneers’ Journey
in the entrepreneurial path of participants, FFCUL developed a hybrid Impact Assessment method based
on the Needs Assessment report (published in November 2016), anchored in the Theory of Change
framework, inspired by the Outcomes Star approach, and having the Learning Outcomes of the Pattern
Language Curriculum at the centre of the evaluation. Through this innovative method we’ve assessed
changes in EJ participants from three different perspectives: changes in competences acquired; changes in
the stages of their entrepreneurial path; changes in perceptions towards success, self‐worth and worth of
their projects. Participants of both pilots filled in three online questionnaires at specific times ‐ prior (T0),
at the end (T1) and 6 months after the Evoneers’ Journey (T6). The results show that the Evoneers’ Journey
significantly contributed to participants’ paths as social entrepreneurs as well as to their ability to address
one of the most pressing needs of our times, namely to combine our commitment to the wellbeing of the
planet and to a more sustainable society with our ability to be financially sustainable. There is also an
increase in participants’ self‐assessed development of key competences in each country and for each pilot,
specifically in the “Ability to develop projects based on sustainable principles”. Although the stated
average willingness to pay for the EJ was €250 and the feedback regarding the methods used highly
positive, a majority of participants also indicated that there is room for improvement. Examples include
offering different formats beyond a 5‐day intensive course, and a stronger focus on mentoring and
coaching after or between trainings. The analysis also shows that certain aspects of being a social
entrepreneur should be included to a greater degree, for example legal and fiscal frameworks and the link
with seed and scaling‐up funding. Nevertheless, the results of the online self‐assessments, in terms of
outputs as well as outcomes, is inspiringly positive and reinforces the need for more process‐based
facilitation that brings together multiple stakeholders, different areas of knowledge and expertise and
effectively combines passion and purpose with economically sound projects.
In this Evaluation of Outcomes report, section 1 contains a brief introduction to Social Impact Assessment
and specific tools and methods that have inspired our work. Section 2 explains the impact assessment
methodology developed and used during SIRCle, while section 3 presents the results of both pilots. Finally,
section 4 relates the assessment results with the project needs assessment, and section 5 presents key
conclusions from the entire process.
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Key insights
1. Regarding the outcomes:
‐

‐
‐

The Evoneers’ Journey contributed positively and significantly to the participants’ paths as social
entrepreneurs as well as to their ability to marry their love with the planet with the ability to
make a living ‐ based on self‐evaluations after the pilot trainings;
The Evoneers’ Journey contributed to the development of core entrepreneurial competences in
the participants, specifically the “ability to develop projects based on sustainable principles”;
The Evoneers’ Journey contributed for a positive change in participants perception of self‐
worth, definition of entrepreneurial success and relevance of their work in the wider context.

2. Regarding the Evoneers’ Journey design and implementation:
‐
‐

‐

Participants’ willingness to pay for the training in all pilot countries averaged 250 €;
The 5‐day intensive format was not considered ideal, with participants stating a preference for
multiple shorter trainings with mentoring and coaching programs in between, which is
consistent with the previous Needs Assessment Report;
The methods and learning patterns used during the EJ were highly successful and contributed
significantly to the expected results, outcomes and impacts of the journey;

3. Regarding the Evaluation methodology:
‐
‐
‐

Consistency and coherency among partners, languages and uses was a challenge that required
coordination and alignment, and which was ultimately not 100 % achieved;
Improvements made from Pilot 1 to 2 were mostly appreciated and contributed to a more fluid,
clear and rich evaluation process;
Future developments could include an assessment app and/or other user‐friendly options for a
more systematic evaluation process;
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1. An introduction to Social Impact assessment and Evaluation of outcomes
Today, more than ever before, the concrete and measurable social impact of our projects and policies
matter. Accountability, transparency and evidence‐based claims of improvements in social well‐being has
become central not only for public policies and public money but also for private investments beyond
philanthropy and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), as in the case of increasing amounts of Social
Impact Bonds (SIB’s) being issued and financed (Clifford et al 2013). This growth in importance and
relevance of Social Impact Assessments (SIA)1 in the past two decades is specifically evident within the
European Union, not only in the assessment of its own policies but also as a bottom line for most projects
financed under the Europe 2020 Strategy. This is particularly central for projects being developed in the
strategic lines of employment, social inclusion, education, training and entrepreneurship, such as the
SIRCle project, which lies at the crossroads of all these topics and is directly financed by the newly created
Eramus+ program2. The Social Impact assessment conducted within the SIRCle project thus responds
directly to the needs and aspirations at all levels to better understand the real impacts of education and
training programs, bring more consciousness to the design of entrepreneurship programs, and improve the
tools and methodologies available to perform such assessments.
While Impact Assessment (IA) is not new, SIA is a relatively new field of research and practice. Although
there have been rapid developments in both IA and SIA in the past two decades, the trend is a gradual
move away from traditional (IA) methodologies3 towards more holistic assessments that integrate more
dimensions, longer time‐spans, and social variables. This evolution is particularly present within the so
called third sector, due to legal as well as financial pressures as more and more financing and assessment
of public policy require some sort of socio‐economic impact measurement. Naturally, the rise in demand
for social impact assessments has also generated a rise in the supply of methodologies and tools, especially
in the decade from 2000 to 2010 (see figure 1 below). As can be seen in figure 1 below, the period of 2011‐
2015 was one of consolidation, harmonisation and deepening of existing methodologies, with few new
methodologies coming into being. A good example is Social Return on Investment (SROI), which during the
period saw a fine‐tuning of financial proxies, the connection between the Theory of Change and the
proxies themselves, the comparability between multiple SROI’s and the development of better tools to fit
into the stepwise approach. Developments during the period also brought a move towards more
participatory approaches, self‐assessments in relation to self‐defined goals and values, and ultimately the
consolidation of the underlying Theory of Change (ToC) in many different methodologies. There is also a
growing literature on what makes a good Social Impact Assessment. According to Esteves et al (2012) the
following qualities are fundamental to a ‘good’ SIA practice: “it is participatory; it supports affected
1

We define Social Impact Assessment as “analysing, monitoring and managing the intended and unintended economic and social
consequences, both positive and negative, of business intervention and any social change process invoked by those interventions” (Vanclay,
2003). However, it is important to state that beyond such narrow definitions SIA has also become a transdisciplinary social science that
incorporates many fields “including sociology, anthropology, demography, development studies, gender studies, social and cultural geography,
economics, political science and human rights, community and environmental psychology, social research methods and environmental law,
among others”, transcending the mere method or technique to rise as a distinct discipline of research and practice (Esteves et al, 2012).
2
This project is funded through the European Union’s Erasmus+ Programme. Project Number: 2014‐1‐UK01‐KA204‐000049.
3
Most of the times partial IA – for example only focusing on the environmental damage of a specific product or policy and most of the times
only focused on economic and/or environmental impacts
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peoples, proponents and regulatory agencies; it increases understanding of change and capacities to
respond to change; it seeks to avoid and mitigate negative impacts and to enhance positive benefits across
the life cycle of developments; and it emphasizes enhancing the lives of vulnerable and disadvantaged
people”. Within SIRCle we developed a method that aims at meeting these developments as well as ‘good
practices’ within SIA, while also adapting and keeping it coherent with the uniqueness of our training offer.

Figure 1 ‐ Social impact assessment methods launched in the period 1995‐2015 (Source: LSE working paper1602)

Due to the rapid growth of SIA methodologies after 1995 discussed above, it has become crucial to select
the most appropriate method for each specific project, use it consistently and coherently in order to allow
for comparisons, and finally to improve it based on rapidly developing new technologies, media and
platforms. Within the SIRCle consortium, several methodologies were considered for the social impact
assessment of participants in our pilot trainings. Figures 2 and 3 below show a comparative analysis of
different methods used in the selection. Importantly, Figure 3 shows how different methods focus on
different stages of the evaluation cycle, with only a few including the full cycle from input to impact. In our
selection of methodology time, budget and the uniqueness of our training offer were the most relevant
criteria (see section 2 below). We also had to take into consideration that our commitment was to
outcomes, not just outputs, with most outputs already detailed in the reporting of our activities to the
European Commission through numbers of participants, number of trainings and trainers as well as specific
intellectual outputs. We also had to take into consideration that our analysis could not easily move into
societal impacts due to the short duration of the project, the sample, and the activities considered. While a
Social Return on Investment analysis was an option, measuring the full cycle from input to impact, we had
two solid reasons for not doing it. First, it is a resource demanding process that needs time, a trained team,
and available financial proxies for the foreseen impacts. We had none of these. Second, the fundamental
differentiation of the SROI, monetary valuation of the changes, was controversial for the consortium and
even within the FFCUL team.
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Figure 2 ‐ Comparative table of Social Impact Assessment methodologies (Source: LSE working paper1602)

Figure 3 ‐ Methodologies according to intended results of the evaluation process

Before moving a presentation of the methodology is presented, two concluding notes are of importance:
8

‐

The first concerns using Theory of Change4 (ToC) as the underlying rationale for the assessment.
ToC explains the process of change by outlining causal linkages in a project´s short‐term,
intermediate, and long‐term outcomes. The identified changes are mapped – as the “outcomes
pathway” – showing each outcome in logical relationship to all the others as well as the
chronological flow. Regarding SIRCle, in the Pattern Language Curriculum a clear vision of outcomes
had already been developed sustained by the nine stepping stones and all the rationale behind it.
We’ve decided to use this as the baseline for out ToC narrowing our focus only in the primary
beneficiaries of the journey, the EJ participants. Although more impacted stakeholders were
identified, we’ve excluded from our impact assessment all but the Evoneers due to the limited
resources available. Using the PLC as the vision of intended outcomes and the Needs Assessment
Report as the baseline for our ToC we’ve decided to measure and monitor changes using
competences development, stages in the journey and perception of success and self‐worth. These
will be further developed in the next sections;

‐

The second concerns certification and the official validation of the competences developed and
gained through the Evoneers’ Journey training. After mapping and analysing available European
formal and non‐formal recognition and certification processes such as ECTS, the Youth Pass,
EUROPASS and ECVET, we concluded that none of the available options were entirely suitable for
our programme and offer. First, the Evoneers’ Journey is a process‐based learning journey based on
a pattern language curriculum, where most certifications are content based. Second, the Evoneers´
Journey combines formal and non‐formal methodologies and is experiential without necessarily
taking place within a working environment or being classifiable as an internship eligible for the
ECVET. Taking this into consideration, we considered creating our own certification process both for
trainers and trainees, but ultimately decided to not do so, besides the “Certificate of Participation”
given to all Evoneers’ Journey participants upon completion of the training. However, we strongly
believe that future developments will take into consideration this gap we’ve identified and propose
concrete steps towards new possibilities for certification of such complex and process‐based
learnings. We believe that this could be achieved by improving and extending the reach of the ECVET.

4

Theory of Change is essentially a comprehensive description and illustration of how and why a desired change is expected to happen in a
context. It is focused on mapping out or “filling in” what has been described as the “missing middle” between what a programme or change
initiative does (its activities or interventions) and how these lead to desired goals being achieved. It does this by first identifying the desired
long‐term goals and then works back from these to identify all the conditions (outcomes) that must be in place (and how these related to one
another causally) for the goals to occur. These are all mapped out in an Outcomes Framework. (Source: http://www.theoryofchange.org/what‐
is‐theory‐of‐change/)
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2. Methodology
Taking into consideration the uniqueness of the SIRCle Project and all remarks made in the previous
section, the methodology for the Evaluation of Outcomes was developed specifically for the project by
FFCUL, in collaboration with all partners. We took into consideration four key elements and frameworks:
‐
‐
‐
‐

The Needs Assessment (O2‐A2 Intellectual Output)
The SIRCle Pattern Language Curriculum, specifically the Learning Outcomes
The Theory of Change framework
The Outcomes Star approach5

We decided to develop and test a new hybrid method instead of following a set method, taking advantage
of the fact that these were pilot trainings in an exploratory, emergent project designed to bring, test and
turn a new format into reality.
For the evaluation method two decisions were of paramount importance: through which medium would
the assessment be conducted ‐ ensuring a non‐exclusionary, transparent and participatory process ‐ and in
which timings would we be applying the assessment so that the project objectives could be achieved.
Regarding the first question, there was a unanimous approval for FFCUL to experiment with online
questionnaires using Google Forms and allowing participants to give direct feedback to the assessment
itself, thereby allowing for an iteration of improvements for the second pilot training. Other methods
considered – such as semi structured interviews and focus groups – were found too resource demanding
and inadequate for implementation in a coherent way across so many different contexts 6.
Regarding the second question, we unanimously decided to follow the process described in figure 4 below.

Figure 4 ‐ Assessment timings

The assessment process measured the impact of the Evoneers’ Journey on participants7 not only
immediately prior to and after the training, but also after longer period of reflection and application of the
5

www.outcomesstar.org.uk

6

All partners with the exception of Plenum from Austria used the online questionnaire. Plenum’s decision had to do with lack of proper wi‐fi
connection in the training facility and technological inclusion concerns for some participants. A questionnaire in paper format was used.
7
Although within the ToC initial analysis more stakeholders were found to be impacted by the EJ – such as the trainers, the staff at the partner
organizations, collegues and partners of the Evoneers’ – due to time and resource constrainsts we’ve opted only to include the participants as
the main beneficiaries of the EJ.
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new tools and awareness acquired. Although an even longer period would have been useful for results, the
limitations imposed by the project duration made six months the longest possible timing for the follow‐up
questionnaire.
The online questionnaires were designed based on the Pattern Language Curriculum (PLC) developed in
the project (Intellectual Output O2‐A5). As said in our application “Learners will acquire the skills needed to
set up and run a social enterprise that contributes to the sustainability of their region.”. To achieve this, the
consortium identified key competencies to be developed during the trainings, one for each Evoneers´
Journey Stepping Stone, and each with a subset of 3 learning outcomes. The nine core competences and
their twenty‐seven learning outcomes, listed below, together with the wider objectives and patterns in the
PLC lay the foundations for the SIRCle Theory of Change, and thus naturally also the nine dimensions to be
assessed in our Evaluation of Outcomes.
Evoneers’ Journey core competences ‐ at the end of the training, participants will be able to:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Find one's authentic/meaningful purpose in life.
Develop projects and ideas based on sustainable principles
Develop and maintain sustainable partnerships, team‐leading and facilitation skills.
Design, redesign and adapt a plan for a project or idea with the awareness of systemic thinking and
complexity using the learning patterns.
Embody an entrepreneurial attitude, gain management knowledge and skills. They will be able to
take action and turn ideas into reality.
Self‐manage in a way that creates personal resilience.
Evaluate in different ways: receive, give and integrate feedback in order to improve one's actions
Communicate interpersonally, public & online in an efficient and effective way
Learn & innovate.

Skills & knowledge per competence:
1. The ability to find one's authentic/meaningful purpose in life.
a. Reflect on one's own story, biography and dreams
b. Understand values and methods for a truly sustainable world
c. Build an overview of personal possibilities and future scenarios
2. The ability to develop projects and ideas based on sustainable principles
a. Understand concepts of Social Entrepreneurship, Social Innovation and Social Business
b. Apply a method to design and map a project
c. Understanding main concept of sustainability & permaculture (e.g. SDG)
3. The ability to develop and maintain sustainable partnerships, team leading and facilitation skills.
a. Basic understanding of group dynamics
b. Basic facilitation skills for groups and teams
c. Mapping, understanding personal network and being able to activate it
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4. The ability to design, redesign and adapt a plan for a project or idea with the awareness of systemic
thinking and complexity, using the learning patterns.
a. Knowing and understanding the learning patterns
b. Applying & understanding basic design skills for projects
c. Understanding the concepts of systemic thinking, permaculture and complexity
5. The ability to embody an entrepreneurial attitude, gain management knowledge and skills. The
ability to take action and turn ideas into reality.
a. Knowledge and experience of personal leadership style
b. Understanding and reflecting entrepreneurial attitudes
c. Basic management know‐how
6. The ability to self‐manage in a way that creates personal resilience.
a. Knowledge of personal resilience skills & methods
b. Self‐awareness of one’s edges, patterns and solutions for personal challenges
c. Experience in basic methods of personal resilience and leadership work
7. The ability to evaluate in different ways: receive, give and integrate feedback in order to improve
one's actions.
a. Understanding and knowledge about diverse ways of evaluation
b. Experience in giving and receiving feedback
c. Redesigning one’s project based on evaluation.
8. The ability to communicate interpersonally, public & online in an efficient and effective way
a. Knowledge about diverse communication methods and tools
b. Understanding personal ways of communication
c. Experience in public presentation, leadership presence & ICT tools
9. The ability to learn to learn & innovate.
a. Knowledge about the creation of innovation
b. Understanding and applying personal ways of learning and learning to learn
c. Reflecting and re‐designing one’s personal learning path.
In the evaluation of the 9 core competences, participants self‐assessed their own capacity in each
competency using a scale of 1 to 9, before the training, at the end of the training, and six months later.
Using the Outcomes Star approach, a relative 1 to 9 scale was used in combination with multiple variables
which allowed us to turn the results into simple spider diagrams illustrating the changes that occurred
during the training (see figure 12 below in section 3).
Our approach was to track participants’ self‐assessment in the 9 key competencies prior to and after the
EJ, to ask them about their needs and expectations at the beginning, to indicate the competence they feel
they most developed during the training, and to explain why (see figure 5 for an example of such a
question). This allowed us to both map the perceived changes and gain insight into why change happened.
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Taking advantage of the questionnaires for the assessment of outcomes, we also added questions to enrich
our analysis of expectations and outputs as well as feedback for the EJ itself. The questionnaires used in
both pilots are annexed to this report – See Annexes 1 and 2.

Figure 5 ‐ Example of a T0 question to a EJ participant (Pilot 2)

Regarding our hybrid method three more explanatory notes are important to better understand the results
presented in section 3 below:
‐

We included participants´ registration forms in the Evaluation of Outcomes since they provide
relevant socio‐demographic characterisation and allowed us to run more complex statistical
analyses such as correlations. However, due to the cultural and socio‐economic differences
between countries and target groups, small samples of data, etc., conclusions should not be drawn
easily and outside of their proper and relative context;
13

‐

The platform and format of the assessment questionnaires in pilots 1 and 2 differ substantially. This
reflects not only our own learning curve, but also the prototyping nature of the project. Due to
feedback from participants and trainers, the online platform changed from Google Forms to
Typeform as the latter provides better data collection, better graphical user experience, easier
online‐offline filling and overall improved user‐friendly technology. Other platforms were
considered (such as SurveyMonkey and Qualtrics) but ultimately and within the free cost options
Typerform represented the better choice, which later feedback confirmed as a significant upgrade
from Pilot 1;

‐

Based on the results collected in Excel format, we carried out basic statistical analyses of the data,
exploring averages, means, standard deviations and correlations between numerical variables. It is
important to mention that not all data could be merged and analysed together as there are data
inconsistencies and differences in questions between the questionnaires of pilot 1 and pilot 2,
between the numbers of answers within each country for the different questionnaires, and
between the different country translations. There were also challenges in the application of the
questionnaires, which did not always follow the plan set in figure 4 above. Overall, the consistent
and coherent implementation of this hybrid evaluation method across multiple countries, with
different languages, different timings of the EJ and depending on voluntary responses from
participants proved to be a big challenge of coordination and communication that we were unable
to successfully address in this project. Nevertheless, these complex process allowed for very rich
learnings and many important questions to arise.
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3. Results
Between April 2016 and January 2017, a total of 12 pilot trainings – Evoneers’ Journeys – took place in 6 European
countries – Austria, Belgium, Portugal, Romania, Spain and the United Kingdom ‐ involving 18 trainers8 and 208
participants. Table 1 below shows the number of participants and trainers, dates and whether it was a residential
training or not per partner organization.
Table 1 – General data on the pilot trainings

Partner org.
STILL CONSULTING
AEIDL
Altekio
Altekio
Findhorn Foundation
GEN
FFCUL
FFCUL
Plenum
Plenum
Romania in Transition
Romania in Transition

Pilot dates
21.05 to 25.05
21.11 to 25.11
18.04 to 22.04
23.01 to 27.01
10.04 to 14.04
13.11 to 18.11
18.04 to 22.04
30.10 to 04.11
14.09 to 18.09
12.10 to 16.10
04.04 to 08.04
31.10 to 04.11

Nº of trainers
4
4
2
2
4
4
3
3
2
2
3
3

Nº of participants
12
19
18
17
20
14
16
16
11
17
19
18

Nº of training days
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Residential
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
YES
YES
NO
NO
NO
NO

In accordance with the evaluation phases described in section 2 above, each pilot training involved three
separate questionnaires, meaning a collection of 36 data sets in total. As mentioned above, not all data
could be compiled and compared, which is why pilot 1 and 2 are analysed separately. In addition, this
report includes only data significant for an overall appreciation of the impact of the trainings, and when
possible compare that data across countries. A more comprehensive set of tables and graphs can be
consulted in parallel with this section in Annex 3. Finally, an individual country report is made available to
each partner and published online on the official SIRCle webpage.

3.1

Pilot 1

The first ever pilot trainings of the Evoneers’ Journey took place in spring 2016, shortly after the
completion of Pattern Language Curriculum and the two trainings of trainers between the partner
organizations. The pilot was preceded by an ‘Open Day’ in each country, where the project, the Journey
and the pilots were presented to potential participants and interested parties. As you can see in table 1
above, an average of 15 participants per pilot joined each 5‐day training, and with the exception of
Portugal, the trainings were non‐residential.
8

See the list and biographies here: http://www.sircle‐project.eu/?page_id=22
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The socio‐demographic characterisation of participants can be found in annex 4 of this report. In this
section, we primarily examine evidence of the changes that took place during the trainings, which are the
basis for the evaluation of outcomes. Nevertheless, and due to the overall objectives of the SIRCle project,
particularly the aim of supporting the financial sustainability for social entrepreneurs, it is important to also
characterise the starting point from which participants joined the Evoneers’ Journey. In this respect and
taking into consideration figure 6, we can categorize our universe as a low financial sustainability group,
except for the case of Austria where the average value is 5 (scale of 1 to 9).

Figure 6 ‐ Self‐assessed financial sustainability in TO (country averages)

Figure 7 gives a clearer picture of the first group of Evoneers’, where less than 10% reported a value of 8 or
9 and 25% claimed to have no financial sustainability whatsoever (value 1). The diversity shown in figure 7
is evidence of a very mixed group not only regarding income levels and quantitative financial sustainability
but also regarding expectations, needs and aspirations of the qualitative side of financial sustainability.
Looking at these results, we can conclude that the first participants to join the journey meet the desired
target group for which the journey was primarily intended to: ‘people who want to marry their love for the
planet with the ability to thrive financially’.

Figure 7 ‐ Self‐assessed financial sustainability in T0 (individual answers)
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Considering the starting point highlighted above as well as the socio‐demographic characterisation data
annexed, the results provided under can be better analysed and understood.
Firstly, there is a significant shift in participant’s self‐assessment as of being social entrepreneurs prior to
and after the EJ. Figure 8 below shows a clear move towards higher values with the average value of self‐
perceived success in T0 being 4.0 and in T1 of 5.5. Although this increase could be attributed to many
different explanatory variables, when asked if “Was there a change? If yes, why?” most participants refer
to a rediscovered sense of self‐worth, a renewed sense of the importance of their work and its success
beyond direct financial return, as well as a change in perceptions of what success is, how it is defined, and
by whom. Therefore, we can state that the journey did change participants’ notions of what success is and
helped provide a wider context and deeper meaning to their work. We’ve considered this to be a positive
change as research has shown how self‐perception of success can influence and entrepreneur’s behaviour
and implementation of a project. As one participant from the first pilot in the UK mentioned: “Yes, I feel
more capable and empowered to develop the social enterprise I envision, and to find out the support that I
need in that process.”

Figure 8 ‐ Self‐assessment of success as a SE prior and after the EJ (All countries included)

Comparing between different countries we’ve to assume that it is difficult to draw overall conclusions since
there are significant cultural and socio‐economic differences as well as many other variables beyond our
control that could explain the significant differences evidenced in figure 9 under. Nevertheless, it’s
interesting to see that the countries that had a lower average in T0 have the greatest positive changes – for
example in Austria, Belgium and Romania. Individual data also shows that no participant left the Evoneers’
Journey with a negative change regarding this perception of personal success.
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Figure 9 ‐ Self‐assessment of success as a SE, T0 and T1 per country

A similar shift as the one in figure 8 can be seen in Figure 10 below, regarding the stage or phase of the
Evoneers’ Journey that participants’ find themselves in. While in the beginning of the pilot most
participants considered themselves to be in one of the three first Stepping Stones, the re‐assessment just
five days later shows a different image, with a majority of answers indicating Stepping Stones four and six.
Although one might reflect critically upon such a big shift in a small period, when asked “Was there a
change? If yes, why?” once again the answers given reflect more a shift in perception, perspective and
consciousness rather than a material change in participants’ projects. Participants come to recognise the
steps already taken, the assets already in place and the value of support and sharing networks that they
are part of. Also, a better understanding of the journey itself and the stepping stones, gained throughout
the week, allowed a more conscious and mature placement. It is also of particular relevance that most
participants were new social entrepreneurs with fresh ideas or start‐up projects still not mature, which
explains the low rate of answers in SS’s 7, 8 and 9.

Figure 10 ‐ Self‐assessment of place in the EJ according to the SS prior and after the EJ (All countries included)
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Another crucial point in the analysis and for our Theory of Change is the self‐assessment of competences
developed during the EJ. Overall, we can see a clear positive change from prior to after the EJ in all 9
competences evaluated. On average, we measure a 10% positive increase in the self‐assessment of all
participants, with the greatest positive change in “Ability to develop projects and ideas based on
sustainable principles” and the least change in “Ability to find one’s authentic / meaningful purpose in life”
(see figure 11 below).

Figure 11 ‐ Core competences self‐assessment (All countries except for Belgium9)

However, we must highlight that very significant discrepancies between countries exist both on the level of
self‐assessment and in the changes from T0 to T1. Beyond cultural and socio‐economic differences
between countries, differences in target group and participant selection as well as in the profiles and
competences of trainers might explain those variations. As can be seen in Figure 12 below, the trainings
that took place in Romania, Austria and the UK are the ones with the highest relative changes, while the
Portuguese and Spanish participants were the ones that have not only ranked themselves with higher
levels but also indicated smaller changes at the end of the training week. The biggest competence change
took place in Romania regarding the “Ability to develop projects and ideas based on sustainable
principles”. On the opposite end of the spectrum, no or residual overall average change happened in Spain
regarding the “Ability to learn & innovate” or in Portugal regarding the “Ability to embody an
entrepreneurial attitude, gain management knowledge and skills”10.
9

Belgium could not be included in this analysis due to a problem in the Google Form visualisation that hid the higher values and therefore
biased the self‐evaluation of Pilot 1 competences. This was one of the reasons for the platform change explained in section 2.
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Figure 12 ‐ Changes in average self‐assessed competence level T0 to T1 per country and per competence

Independent of the degree of change in competences, a clear majority of participants rate the contribution
of the EJ to their path as a social entrepreneur (figure 13) as well as the EJ’s contribution to their financial
sustainability (figure 14) very positively. Although for both questions more than 75% of the answers are
above value 4, the shape of the answer curves differs reflecting the lower average regarding the
contribution for financial sustainability (6,47) when compared to the overall contribution to their paths in
SE (7,15). This difference is only natural as the economic return is expected to unfold over time.

Figure 13 ‐ Assessment of the EJ impact in participants’ personal paths as SE in T1 (all countries included)
10

The negative value regarding the overall average change in the “Ability to find one’s authentic/ meaningful purpose in life” in
the Austrian pilot is a reflection of a single individual that significantly changed their self‐assessment and therefore influenced an
otherwise slightly positive change to a negative change.
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Figure 14 ‐ Assessment of the EJ contribution to their financial sustainability in T1 (All countries except Romania)

Finally, a note regarding the T6 evaluation: due to large data inconsistencies and gaps, the data collected
from the first pilot six months after the completion of the training is not coherent enough to be presented
in this report. However, the mistakes made during the assessment of the first pilot helped us to improve
data collection and analysis for the second pilot, the result of which is presented in section 3.2 below. For
the countries in which it was possible to collect valid, workable data, results reinforced the importance of
having an assessment a long enough time after the training to allow a less emotional response and verify
the resonance of the EJ in the lives of participants. The example from Portugal in figure 15 below shows
how many entrepreneurs after coming out of the journey mostly “Opening to miracles” in stepping stone
5, six months later find themselves ‘Crossing thresholds’, ‘Exploring the map’ and ‘Gathering the harvest’ ‐
stepping stones 2, 4 and 6.

Figure 15 ‐ Self‐assessed SS in T0, T1 and T6 (Portugal only)
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The T6 also allowed us to better understand who started implementing the project developed during the
EJ, the barriers and opportunities faced during the period after the training, and which tools and resources
were needed after such a period. For the specific case of Portugal, more than half of the Evoneers’ had not
yet started implementing the project developed during the journey, partially because of a lack of
mentoring and peer support, but partially due to personal reasons. The following quote from a Portuguese
participant in pilot 1 summarises our findings well and helped us redesign the second pilot and how it was
followed up: “It's having a slower evolution than I expected, but probably it was a problem with my
expectations when confronted with the return to the "real world" and all the things it has in store for us.”

3.2

Pilot 2

In most cases the second pilot took place six to seven months after pilot 1 and after our transnational
project meeting 3 in Amalurra, Spain. This time gap between pilots allowed us to have space for
improvements, changes and tweaks in the journey as well as the methods used to facilitate it. As
mentioned above in section 2, not only the journey itself was subject to reflection and revision, but also
the Evaluation process and content itself. We changed the online platform, clarified some of the questions,
added new ones that were felt missing, and in some cases adjusted the scales. Therefore, a direct
comparison between pilot results cannot be scientifically justified or used to generate overall conclusions.
Nevertheless, our analysis of pilot II will follow a similar structure to that presented in 3.1 and whenever
possible connections are made.
Regarding the financial sustainability of pilot II participants, presented in figure 16 below, the country
averages show mainly low values, particularly in the case of Austria. The total average is slightly higher
than in pilot I, but while in pilot 1 the higher values were in Spain and Austria, in pilot II those belong with
Romania and Belgium. Once again, individual values allow us to see the hidden story behind the averages,
which in this case is well represented by the median. In the case of Austria (Average = 2,5; Median = 1) this
is particular relevant as 90% of the Austrian participants claimed to have no financial self‐sustainability.

Figure 16 ‐ Self‐assessed financial sustainability T0 (countries average)
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In order to have a clearer understanding of the financial situation of participants, we added a new question
that surfaced in several of the pilots as a key parameter for success, commitment and financial
sustainability: “What percentage of your monthly income do you make through your project/initiative?”.
As can be seen in figure 17 below, the averages for the four countries presented are all under 40% and the
median under 10%, except for Portugal. We found that out of 66 answers, only 10 participants responded
with 100% while half of them responded 0%, meaning they have no income from their project/initiative11.
While in most cases this is because they did not start implementing the project or are in a prototyping
phase, we also encountered social entrepreneurs that were unable to meet their cost and investments
through their revenues and therefore had to sustain their projects with income generated elsewhere ‐ a
situation most considered unsustainable and undesirable.

Figure 17 ‐ Percentage of monthly income from the SE project in T0

Concerning the participants self‐assessment of success in social entrepreneurship (see figures 8 and 9
above for pilot I), we decided to modify the question since it generated discussions and confusion about
definitions and measures of success amongst respondents. The solution was to ask the Evoneers’ about
their experience rather than success, using a clear definition of SE and a scale of 1 to 9. The results can be
seen in figure 18 below. The majority of answers are situated within the middle‐range values (3 to 6) with
no answer on the maximum value (9) and with an average ‐ and median ‐ value of 4. Based on these three‐
combined figures (Figures 16, 17 e 18) a picture emerges of the participants’ ‘ability to marry their love for
the planet with the possibility of thriving financially’ which fits exactly with the target group project
partners identified would specifically benefit from the EJ and its unique format of supporting their journeys
as entrepreneurs, change‐makers, and Evoneers.

11

Responses from Belgium and Austria were not collected for this particular question as both used the pilot I version of the online
questionnaire.
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Figure 18 ‐ Self‐assessed experience as a social entrepreneur in T0

Regarding participants’ stage in the journey, and this time including the T6 for all countries, we can analyse
three different movements: one from T0 to T1 which reflects the direct and fresh impact of the journey;
one from T1 to T6 in which allows for the settling of the EJ impact; and finally, another from T0 to T6.
Figure 19 below gives an overview of these movements. With the EJ still fresh in T1, we can see a clear
movement from stepping stones 1, 2 and 3 to stepping stones 6, 7 and 9, with the most relevant change
happening in the extremes (SS 1 and 9). From T1 to T6 we can see a shift from SS 6, 7 and 9 to SS 3, 4 and
5. In T6, 70% of all participants found themselves between SS 3 and 6. Finally, in our last movement, from
prior to the EJ to 6 months after – we see a shift from SS 1, 2 and 6 to SS 5 and 9. It is interesting to see
that these movements are quite different from those that took place during the first pilots where the
major shift (T0 to T1) was from SS 1 and 3 to 4 and 6. However, we still find that participants identify more
with SS 1 to 6, still move from SS 1 to other stages of the journey after completing the training (in both T1
and T6), but all other conclusions would require a bigger sample and more detail into individual answers in
order to extract meaningful patterns12.
Regarding the competence change in pilot II we can see in figure 20 under that for the sum of our pilots
the ‘Ability to receive, give and integrate feedback in order to improve your project’ was the most
developed competence while the ‘Ability to lead and facilitate teams’ was the least. In comparison with
pilot I we’ve found a more balanced development of competences between themselves as well as between
countries reflecting a conscious effort to equalize the differences highlighted in section 3.113. Nevertheless,
and as one can see in Figure 21 Portugal and Romania were the countries where more competences have
been developed in this pilot II with an highlight for the three first abilities in the graph where more than
50% of participants signalled a significant positive change in that competence.

12

Please note that all values in figure 19 refer to relative percentages and not absolute values as in figure 10 for pilot I. We opted to use
percentages here due to large differences in terms of sample size between answers in T0 (101), T1 (90) and T6 (61) which make absolute and
direct comparability impossible.

13

In this respect we believe that the integration of invite trainers across partners, offline and online, helped to address this issue
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Figure 19 ‐ Self‐assessed SS in moments T0, T1 and T6 for pilot II

Figure 20 ‐ Self‐assessed competences development during the EJ (All countries except Austria)
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Figure 21 ‐ Most developed core competence per country

Figure 22 ‐ Assessment of the EJ contribution to their financial sustainability in T1

Regarding the EJ contribution for the financial sustainability of the participants for this pilot II we can see in
the figure above that the total average is 6.93, all countries considered. Although some country
discrepancies exist, overall the results are extremely positive also. This is of particular relevance when we
compare them together with the results from pilot I (see figure 23) and see a very clear improvement
regarding the percentage of answers moving from values 4, 5 and 6 to 8 and 9.
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Figure 23 ‐ Evoneers' Journey contribution for financial sustainability (pilot I and II comparison)

Another question that we added to our pilot II questionnaire T1 was the willigness to pay (WTP) for the
Evoneers’ Journey. It was added not only to gather more quantitative feedback from participants regarding
their evaluation of the journey, but also to gain insight into the potential market value of our program.
Figure 21 below shows individual answers from the Evoneers of all countries except for Austria and
excluding blank cells and outliers14. The European median WTP is 250 €/per person for a 5‐day intensive
training. However, discrepancies exist, which in our understanding derives from differences in purchasing
power and price level between countries. The lowest WTP median was found in Romania (187,5 €),
followed by Portugal (250 €), whereas the highest where found in Belgium (325 €) and the UK (400 €).

Figure 24 ‐ Willingness to pay for the Evoneers' Journey

14

We collected a total of 74 answers, however and due to the fact that this was an open question, several participants decided not to answer.
Some answers were also confusing and with different values, and some carried political messages about the right to free education but didn’t
state any value (even 0). All of those we’ve excluded from this analysis.
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Reporting now specifically on the data collected 6 months after the EJ in each country15, three sets of data
that have not yet been presented deserve attention, especially for the next iteration of the Evoneers’
Journey and the future steps of the SIRCle consortium. First, we wanted to know if the impact and
contribution of the journey to participants’ paths as social entrepreneurs was still felt 6 months after the
training, and to what extent the contribution stood up to the test of time. Figure 22 below invites a very
positive conclusion as 95% of all answers are equal or above 5, and 15% gave the highest possible value of
10. Our initial self‐critical assumption that the ‘post workshop glow’ would fade away with time was not
confirmed by these responses, which instead confirm the long‐lasting impact of the journey in participants’
lives.

Figure 25 ‐ Assessment of the EJ impact in participants’ personal path as a EJ 6‐months after the EJ

Nevertheless, not all participants took concrete steps or actions to implement the projects or ideas
developed during the EJ. We found that 6 months after the training, almost 10% of respondents had not
yet started implementing their projects, and that on a scale of implementation from 0 to 10 the median
was 4 (see figure 23 below). The highest median was found in responses given by Belgium participants (8).
When asked to explain, participants’ answers fit into one of these four clusters: time management and
timing issues; finding the right people and partners; legal processes, bureaucratic procedures and other
licencing needs; personal reasons such as new projects/work that appeared, finishing studies and self‐
doubts about the project. Although this topic deserves research in its own right, important insights for the
future of the EJ and its impact and overall success can still be drawn when we match the data about
project implementation with that presented in figure 24 below, where we ask the Evoneers “Which of the
following do you think could have been fundamental in helping you increasing the success and/or social
impact of your project?”. The overall results point towards building networks among entrepreneurs that
could function as webs of common resources and resilience, as well as establishing more direct links with

15

For pilot II not all T6 questionnaires were collected exactly 6 months after each journey as the second pilot in Spain took place in late
January so the answers where collected 4 months after. In the case of Belgium they were collected 5 months after as the pilot took place in
late November.
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and access to seed and scaling‐up capital. Several Evoneers also point out the need for follow‐up
workshops in specific topics, such as legal forms and concerns.

Figure 26 ‐ Level of project development 6 months after the EJ

Other suggestions included follow‐up online webinars and online meetings as well as an expert‐based
coaching and mentoring program for projects with very concrete challenges and/or facing sector‐specific
constraints requiring more in‐depth support. As mentioned above, this feedback is highly aligned with the
Needs Assessment and once again shows the need for more and better coninual support of projects over
longer periods of time.

Figure 27 ‐ EJ follow‐up strategies according to the participants
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4. Discussion: Needs Assessment vs. Evaluation of Outcomes
In the initial phase of the SIRCle project, we conducted an EU‐wide Needs Assessment16 to better
understand the needs and expectations of social entrepreneurs and practitioners who wish to ‘marry their
love for the planet with the ability to thrive financially’. We can now reflect upon the results achieved, as
discussed above in section 3, and how well they address the needs that served as one of the bases for the
Evoneers’ Journey in the first place. Although the simplest and most honest answer to the question ‘Has
the Evoneers’ Journey met the needs of EU social entrepreneurs?’ might be ‘it is too soon to tell’, we
believe that some considerations already available can feed into the next iteration of the EJ so that we can
fine tune the Pattern Language Curriculum to better serve the needs and aspirations of social
entrepreneurs.

4.1

What worked

From the data collected through the online questionnaires as well as feedback given in coaching circles and
closing days we can identify five elements that the SIRCle project managed to successfully integrate and
thereby meet the needs assessed:
‐

‐

‐

‐

16

The Pattern Language Curriculum and the learning journey. The Needs Assessment identifies a wish
for less content‐based learning and more experiential, flexible and open learning processes. The
design of the PLC followed this suggestion and the result was clear in the strong positive feedback
from the Evoneers;
The Social Business Model Canvas as a key tool and its complementarity with other design tools. In
the Needs Assessment, two key areas in need of reinforcement were the social and the economic
dimensions of social entrepreneurship projects. To address this need, we included the Social
Business Model Canvas (SBMC) as one of the three key tools of the journey, while complementing it
with other design tools. The overall feedback and impact of this decision was highly positive;
The Dark Night. The Needs Assessment identified the need for better communication and better
facilitation of group processes, particularly when facing challenges. We decided to address this
throughout the journey and also include specific Stepping Stone and corresponding workshop
sessions working together on fears, excuses and the challenges of being a social entrepreneur and
change‐maker. Many Evoneers indicated that this was a favourite part of the journey and one that
contributed significantly to their evolution as social entrepreneurs;
Networking and development of a support community. In the Needs Assessment, we identified
social capital as one of the most crucial pieces for the success of a project. This included not only
networks of support and collaboration, but also the ability to use those assets to create and share
wealth. These elements were given a clear spotlight in the design of our journey as well as the
coaching and mentoring afterwards, and were considered by Evoneers as a winning strategy that
should be even further developed;

Intellectual Output O2‐A2: http://www.sircle‐project.eu/?page_id=190
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‐

The materials developed, especially the learning videos available on the SIRCle YouTube channel. In
the Needs Assessment, we identified the need for short, inspirational materials that could open up
new possibilities and developments for social entrepreneurs with minimal investment of time and
money. Our videos aimed at fulfilling that need and feedback showed participants considered them
a great gift and contribution to their development as social entrepreneurs.

4.2

What can be improved

While there many and important wins, the 12 pilots and the feedback received also allows for a more
profound understanding of some of the needs identified earlier on that we were unable to meet in this
project. Our systematisation of what can be improved has four key elements:
‐

‐

‐

‐

The format of the journey. In the Needs Assessment, two things were clear regarding the most
appropriate formats for the Evoneers’ Journey: a need for inspirational weekend courses, and a
need for long term (2 years) learning journeys including ongoing mentoring and support. However,
our application to the EC financed and committed us to a 5 day intensive format. After
unsuccessfully attempting to change it, we decided to stay with the 5‐day format and trial it. The
overall feedback from participants, however, is indeed coherent with the conclusions from the
Needs Assessment, and should feed into our future design of the Evoneers’ Journey. A more
appropriate design would be monthly or bi‐monthly weekend intensive courses for each stepping
stone within a one or two year mentoring programme;
The coaching/mentoring process. The Needs Assessment strongly highlighted the need for regular
and close interactions over longer time periods, allowing training and mentoring to happen as a
project develops, situations occur and tools are needed. However, we had no budget or project task
related to this, leading us to opt for a model of peer‐to‐peer coaching between participants, with
participant self‐management for follow‐up meetings. In general, this did not satisfy the need, and
we believe it would be beneficial for future Evoneers’ Journeys to include and pay close attention
to the mentoring/coaching aspects of the programme;
Legal and fiscal systems. The Needs Assessment also identified a knowledge gap regarding the legal
and fiscal frameworks of different organisational types, services and products. I most pilots this was
the weakest component and the one stressed by most participants. Although it was a conscious
choice due to time restrictions and lack of specialised skills within the country teams, this is a
challenge most social entrepreneurs face in their relationship with the wider systems and the
market which needs to be addressed in future journeys;
Links to seed capital for incubation and scaling‐up. Access to finance and capital is key for projects
and lack of liquidity or capital to invest were two other key barriers identified in the Needs
Assessment that we were not able to fully address within the pilot trainings. Although the pitch
nights aimed at introducing the projects to a wider audience and potential investors, the link with
investment capital was a weakness recognized by many participants. FFCUL was the only partner
that included direct crowdfunding and seed capital investment within their pilots, but the amounts
were too low to make a real difference. Future Evoneers’ Journey should take this link and this
need more into consideration;
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5. Conclusions
Within the SIRCle project partnership, 12 pilot trainings took place in six European countries, directly
involving 208 social entrepreneurs across Europe. Using an innovative hybrid methodology for impact
assessment we evaluated the concrete and measurable impacts of the Evoneers’ Journey in the lives and
projects of our primary beneficiaries. Using online questionnaires, we collected more than 200 responses
prior to the training, just after completion, and six months after, allowing us to see and measure changes in
participants´ self‐assessed competences and stages of project development. Based on this data we can
conclude that our programme, curriculum and facilitation had a very positive and long‐lasting effect on the
participants´ paths as social entrepreneurs as well as their ‘ability to marry their love for the planet with
the ability to thrive financially’. This impact could be measured in all nine core competences that make up
the central axis of the Evoneers’ Journey Theory of Change, with the biggest changes present in
participants´ “Ability to develop projects and ideas based on sustainable principles”. The impact of the
training could also be seen in the changes in stages of participants´ projects or ideas before and after the
training, with clear shifts from the initial Stepping Stones 1 – Answering the Call and 2 – Crossing the
Threshold before, to 4 – Exploring the Map and 6 – Manifesting the New after. Based on the data and
participants´ feedback on the trainings and materials, our choice of a process‐based training combining
formal and non‐formal education methods and focusing on conscious integration of person and project in a
holistic way was fundamental to the overall success of the project. On the other side, participants
mentioned that the format of the journey (5‐day intensive), the lack of more structured and
comprehensive mentoring and the need for a more direct link with seed and scaling‐up capital are areas
for future improvements. Nevertheless, the median willingness to pay for the EJ across the partner
countries was 250 €.
All in all, we find that the main objective for this intellectual output was successfully achieved through a
flexible process of co‐learning, adaptation and improvements which yielded not only rich results and inputs
for the future of the Evoneers’ Journey but also invaluable learnings and insights for the future of impact
assessments and evaluation methods. The prototyping and piloting manner with which we approached the
development of both trainings and the evaluation allowed us to test and trial new tools, build new hybrid
methods and evolve through failure and success.
To conclude, we found our own experience of developing the Evoneers´ Journey and the evaluation
methodology fruitful, positive and full of learnings. We also know that it impacted our participants in
diverse and positive ways. Our hope is that this report transmits some of those qualities, and also
contributes positively and creatively to the fields of social entrepreneurship education as well as Social
Impact Assessment.
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