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Abstract:

Résumé:

“Social accounting” or “social auditing” has been recommended
as an alternative to more traditional methods of evaluating cer-
tain types of social programs and the contributions of non-profit
organizations. This article examines the similarities and dif-
ferences between social accounting and more traditional types
of evaluation as well as identifying the strengths and weak-
nesses of each. The contributions of each are incorporated in a
framework of “comprehensive evaluation,” wherein considera-
tion is given to the program theory, costs of inputs (investment),
research design for the attribution of effects, and an array of
outputs (dependent variables) that are measured in either mon-
etary or nonmonetary terms.

La méthode de «comptabilité sociale» ou «contréle social» a été
recommandée par rapport aux autres méthodes d’évaluation
traditionnelles de certains programmes sociaux et de la partici-
pation des organismes a but non lucratif. Cette étude présente
les similarités et les différences entre la comptabilité sociale et
d’autres méthodes d’évaluation plus traditionnelles et identifie
les points forts et les points faibles de chaque méthode. Les ré-
sultats de chaque méthode sont incorporés dans un systéme
d’«évaluation compléte» ou sont analysés les principes du pro-
gramme, les cofits des intrants (dotation en capital), la concep-
tion de la recherche pour l'attribution des effets et toute une
gamme d’extrants (variables dépendantes) évalués en facteurs
financiers et non financiers.
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BN Social programs are funded by a broad range of govern-
mental, community, and private sources. These funders all want to
feel confident that the money they spend produces the results that
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are intended. This interest is expressed in different ways, and these
expressions have a range of meanings. Indeed, the meanings are
sometimes so different that they appear contradictory. One way of
examining social programs is to see them as a social investment
and to ask the question “What is the return on that investment?”
This approach has been referred to by various names, including “so-
cial accounting” and “social auditing” (Richmond, 1996a, p. 5) and
“return on investment” (Phillips, 1996) studies. This article explores
the ways in which the social accounting perspective and its meth-
ods can be used to improve the state of the art in the field of pro-
gram evaluation. It also considers the contributions made by various
types of analyses and suggests a comprehensive framework within
which evaluations are meaningfully conducted.

PURPOSE

The purpose of this article is to examine some traditional means of
evaluating social programs and to indicate the ways in which social
accounting can improve upon what is usually done. In order to ac-
complish this goal we will do the following:

1. examine policy and program impact evaluation to develop
a clear notion of what it does and what it accomplishes as
well as the areas where improvement is desirable;

2. describe social accounting, its strengths and limitations, as
well as its relationship to cost-benefit analysis and cost-ef-
fectiveness analysis;

3. explore the ways in which social accounting principles can
be incorporated into impact evaluations of programs and
policies;

4. examine the manner in which the advantages of impact
evaluation and social accounting can be maximized while
minimizing the disadvantages of each; and

5. prepare a new framework for evaluations that we will call
comprehensive program/policy evaluation.

DEFINITIONS

Policy. A policy is a course of action that has been decided; a settled
course of action. A policy is the specification of a direction that will
be taken in the pursuit of an identified goal. Explicitly or implicitly,



LA REVUE CANADIENNE D'EVALUATION DE PROGRAMME

671

all policies are based on some idea or notion that justifies the set-
tled direction as an appropriate means of pursuing a particular goal.
We sometimes call this the policy theory.

Program. A program is an interrelated set of components or ele-
ments that is designed to achieve one or more objectives that are, in
turn, consistent with achieving one or more goals. Programs, too,
are based on ideas that justify these components in a particular com-
bination as appropriate; we call this the program theory.

EVALUATION

Evaluations can involve an examination of three elements of pro-
grams or policies: theory, implementation, and outcomes. Some types
of evaluations focus on only a single one of these, others on two. We
will refer to those evaluations that examine all three as comprehen-
sive evaluations (Figure 1).

Figure 1
Components of Comprehensive Evaluation

o >

Identification and analysis of the program/policy theory
Evaluability assessment
1. Process evaluation
(@) Identification of the program components
(b)  Specification of the mechanisms of change
(¢) Extent of implementation
2. Measures of outcomes
Impact analysis
1. Tests whether the program was effective, that is, made a statistically significant difference
Effectiveness:
(@) Size of the impact
(b)  Actual impact in relation to anticipated impact
(c} Percent of the goal achieved
2. Attribution of impact between
(a) Intervention
{b) Other possible causes
Input-Output Analysisa
1. Cost-effectiveness
2. Cost-benefit
3. Social accounting

a On their own, these types of analyses do not necessarily include features that allow the attribution of
impact to the intervention, on the one hand, and to the other possible causes, on the other.
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Theory. Every program or policy is based on a set of ideas. These
ideas include the perception that there is a problem or circumstance
that needs to be changed or improved, and that making certain in-
terventions will lead to desirable change because it will lessen the
problem or improve the situation. Intervention theory may be de-
rived from any of a variety of sources, including philosophical or
political orientation, religious belief, previous experience, scientific
discovery and, sometimes, combinations of these.

The theory upon which a program or policy is based can be exam-
ined in its own terms; that is, does it make sense in terms of exist-

ing theory and research or does it appear to be contradicted by logic
or empirical research?

Implementation. The theory can also be traced through the compo-
nents of the program in order to be able to appreciate the mecha-
nisms of change and, indeed, to test whether the components are
producing the desired change on the expected measures of outcome.
Evaluation constructed in this manner is said to be theory driven
(Chen & Rossi, 1989). This is in marked contrast to what is called a
black box evaluation, where all one knows is what the inputs (inter-
ventions) are and what the outcomes are. In a black box evaluation,
one is not able to appreciate what goes on inside the box, where the
mechanisms of influence (causality) operate. A program that does
not produce the desired results because of incomplete implementa-
tion or the failure of some, rather than all, components cannot be

distinguished from a program that fails because the program theory
is incorrect.

Theory-driven evaluations have the capacity to be formative — they
have a feedback feature that can be used to shape the program or
its delivery — in that they identify the contributions made (or not
made) by various components of the program and the extent of im-
plementation. This information can be fed back to program manag-
ers to use in enhancing implementation or changing components of
the program. These functions make a theory-driven perspective an
important component of a comprehensive evaluation.

Outcomes. Process (formative) evaluations can be conducted with-
out examining outcomes. The process evaluation is concerned with
answering the question “To what extent is this program properly
implemented?” In many cases, there is an interest in going beyond
the formative stage and examining the results of the implementa-
tion — this is the interest in outcomes. Qutcomes can be determined
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and analyzed in different ways, each of which produces a different
result suitable to answering a different question. Some of these
analyses are specified below.

IMPACT EVALUATION

Impact evaluations are always concerned with outcomes. They can
include a process (formative) component, but they are not necessar-
ily theory driven. The critical feature of impact evaluation is that it
distinguishes between change in the measures of outcome that are
attributable to the intervention in question and change that may be
due to other causes. It does this through the use of research designs
that allow a comparison of the situation that prevails after the inter-
vention with an estimate of what the situation would have been had
there been no intervention — the counterfactual (Mohr, 1989, pp. 3—
4). The designs are experimental or quasi-experimental and typically
involve a control group or nonequivalent comparison group as a ba-
sis for estimating the amount of change that can be attributed to the
intervention independently of change due to other factors.

Process evaluation. A process or formative evaluation assesses
whether the program has been adequately implemented. Typically,
the information collected is both quantitative and qualitative. When
the evaluation reveals that implementation is incomplete or that
the wrong elements have been implemented, the information can be
fed back to the program manager(s), who can then address the prob-
lems of program delivery. It is this feedback aspect of process evalu-
ation that is formative — it helps to shape the content or
implementation of the program.

Program evaluations are frequently performed before an outcome
evaluation is conducted, in order to assess whether implementation
has progressed sufficiently that an outcome evaluation will be mean-
ingful. This is sometimes referred to as part of an evaluability as-
sessment (Rutman, 1980; Wholey, 1994). The evaluability assessment
includes a determination of whether measures of outcome have been
identified and whether measurement of them is possible.

Outcome evaluation. Evaluation of the results of a program is called
outcome or summative evaluation. Outcome evaluation focuses on
the short- and long-term impacts of the program. Typically, the out-
comes examined include “soft” measures such as satisfaction and,
in better evaluations, “hard” measures such as changes in rates or
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incidence of phenomena (e.g., rates of criminal recidivism or of un-
employment).

SOCIAL ACCOUNTING

Social accounting has been heralded as a way to “redress imbalances”
(Richmond, 1998) in the ability of certain organizations, particu-
larly those in the nonprofit sector, to demonstrate their contribu-
tions to their communities. It is one type of input-output analysis
that shares some similarities with cost-benefit analysis and cost-
effectiveness analysis. It emphasizes a program’s contributions to
the economy, measured or estimated for a wide array of domains
(e.g., participants’ incomes and lifestyles, employers’ labor pool and
government payments). [t measures costs (investments) and impacts
(contributions to the economy) in monetary terms, using dollars as
the unit of measurement. Social accounting does not ignore changes
in rates or highly qualitative information. Rather, it expresses a

preference for measures of outputs that are quantifiable and express-
ible in monetary terms.

Figure 2

The Questions Addressed by Various Types of Analyses

POLICY ANALYSIS QUESTION:

COST-EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS QUESTION:

COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS QUESTION:

COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS QUESTION:

IMPACT ANALYSIS QUESTION:

SOCIAL ACCOUNTING ANALYSIS QUESTION:

Does this intervention {e.g., program) make sense
in terms of what we know and what we want to
achieve in the circumstances that now prevail?

Is this program being delivered in the least
expensive manner possible?

Are the results that are being generated achieved
at the lowest unit cost possible?

What is the relative value of dollar benefits
achieved to dollar costs invested?

What is the extent of change that can be
attributed to this intervention? That is, how does
the resulting situation differ from what it would
have been had there been no intervention?

What is the economic value of a given resource
expenditure?
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Social accounting is particularly useful in answering questions about
whether there are “social returns” associated with certain spending
decisions. It treats expenditures on social programs as “investments”
and asks what the result of (return on) that investment is for the
economy. (For a summary of the questions answered by various types
of analyses, see Figure 2.)

IMPACT EVALUATION

Impact evaluation has some similarities to and some important dif-
ferences from social accounting. It also uses a different language. It
treats the social program (and its expenditures) as an “intervention”
and examines whether the results are the desired outcomes. In the
typical case, these impacts are not measured in monetary terms and
there is no question of whether there is a “return on investment.”
Typically, evaluations are done on a program-by-program basis and
are not structured in a manner that allows an assessment of the rela-
tive contributions of different social services interventions. Different
measures of impact are used, and there is seldom a least common
denominator that allows direct comparisons across studies.

PROGRAM LOGIC MODELS AND
THE ROLE OF SOCIAL ACCOUNTING

Social accounting makes its largest contribution in situations where
policy or program evaluations are being conducted to assist in fu-
ture policy development and policy determination with respect to
social programs. Seeing programs in terms of activities makes sense
in terms of describing the flow of work and interaction with clients.
It is less useful, however, when translating the program theory into
implementation objectives and understanding the relationship be-

tween implementation and the outcomes the program is supposed
to produce.

There exists a means for seeing all of these elements as part of an
integrated whole, called a program logic model. A program logic
model is a means of representing the various components of an in-
tervention in such a way that the links between program theory
and implementation, which are sometimes more implicit than ex-
plicit, are identified. The model can also link the expected relation-
ships between implementation and outcomes. Program logic models
do not have to be this comprehensive, but we agree with Rush and
Ogborne (1990) that this is the preference.
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Program logic models are not a flowchart of activities; rather, they
map the planned flow of influences to change. In this orientation,
the first question asked is “What are the components of the pro-
gram?” Components are best thought of as types of interventions
rather than clusters of activities. For example, in a given training
or employment program one may think of components as the courses
or modules that comprise the program — this is an activity-focused
conception. In contrast, one could ask what it is about the content
or method of the courses that is supposed to produce change in cli-
ents’ level of knowledge and skill. The same program can then be
thought of in terms of having one or more components oriented to
literacy, numeracy, substantive breadth, or substantive depth. That
is, those components are features of the courses that implement the
program theory of what is needed to train these learners to make
them different in some respect (e.g., employable).

Social accounting focuses on the dollar value of these components
and treats them as the inputs or investments. It then examines the
resulting states that are the returns on investments. Social account-
ing is not as concerned with the nature of the components (inter-
ventions) as it is with their cost. We will show below that these

approaches are not necessarily contradictory and that they can be
reconciled.

We need ways of quantifying the effectiveness of programs. The
search for effects is the search for the impact of a program. The key
to impact analysis is “a comparison of what did happen after imple-
menting the program with what would have happened had the pro-
gram not been implemented” (Mohr, 1988, p. 2). These impacts may
be expressed in a variety of ways. It is useful to note, however, that
they are not usually expressed in monetary terms. They are more
likely to be expressed as a reduction in incidence or rate.

Social accounting analysis, then, would have us examine the ways
in which spending (investment) is translated into financial advan-
tages in a variety of domains.

CONVERGENCES AND DIVERGENCES

Impact evaluation is valuable because it determines whether a given
set of interventions produces a statistically significant change (im-
pact) in the measures of interest that can be attributed to the pro-
gram. It is limited by seldom measuring change in monetary terms,
and it is not necessarily theory driven or formative.
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In brief, impact evaluations of programs and policies frequently can
say what works or what does not appear to work, but do not offer a
view of the monetary value of change. When they are not theory
driven and the result is one of no change, there are few clues as to
whether the difficulty is with the theory, the implementation, or both.
Social accounting captures changes that take place, measures them
in monetary terms, and provides a basis for estimating the extent of
return that has resulted from an intervention (investment) of a cer-
tain size. Return on investment is frequently expressed as the mul-
tiple of return compared to investment.

An important limitation of social accounting, and another way in
which it differs from impact evaluation, is that it attributes to the
program the value of all change that takes place between the time
the investment is made and the time the returns are measured. This
presents a problem of internal validity because it assumes there are
no other causes of change during this period. In many cases, par-
ticularly when the elapsed time between investment and return is
appreciable, this assumption is untenable.

Threats to internal validity have been enumerated by Campbell and
Stanley (1963), and include such things as history and regression.
History refers to other events that occur within the same time frame
as the interventions and that may produce changes in the measures
of impact that are independent of the experimental interventions.
Regression occurs where the initial measures are taken at a point
when events are extreme or unusual, where a measure taken at an
earlier or later time would likely have produced a less extreme score.
In order for a design to have internal validity, the effects of history
and regression (among other threats) need to be separated out from
the effects that are attributable solely to the intervention of interest.

Impact analysis attempts to differentiate between sources of change
on the dependent variable(s), to sort out (1) those that can be attrib-
uted to the intervention of interest from (2) those that cannot be
attributed to that intervention. This attribution is made possible by
the experimental and quasi-experimental research designs used in
impact analyses. The key feature of such designs is that they in-
clude means (e.g., comparison groups) of estimating what the situa-
tion would have been had there been no intervention.

Impact analysis does not assume that the initial situation would
have stayed static had there been no intervention. In contrast, so-
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cial accounting does not have this methodological feature. As a con-
sequence, it runs the risk of overestimating the return on invest-
ment in some circumstances and underestimating it in others, such
as during a recession when, perhaps, conditions might have become
even worse were it not for the intervention.

Types of Input-Output Analyses

Input-output analysis measures the inputs (costs, investments) in
monetary terms. It allows for different types of analyses of outcomes
(results, benefits, impacts). The types of units in which the outcomes
are measured determines the type of analysis that takes place. When
both the inputs {costs) and outputs (benefits) are measured in mon-
etary terms, we have the essence of cost-benefit analysis. In com-
parison, when the inputs are in monetary terms but the outcomes
are in nonmonetary units, we have the essence of the cost-effective-

ness analysis. Social accounting is a hybrid of both cost-benefit analy-
sis and cost-effectiveness analysis.

Social accounting requires that the costs be expressed in monetary
terms and that as many of the outcomes as possible be expressed in
similar terms. It accepts that there may be some outcomes that can-
not be captured in monetary terms. When this occurs, common scal-
ing is not possible. At the very least, the situation requires that two
or more sets of “common scales” be produced, one where the outputs
are in monetary terms and the other(s) where the outputs are meas-
ured in other terms. In such a case, the first set is expressed as it
would be in a cost-benefit analysis and the second set as it would be
in a cost-effectiveness analysis.

Cost-effectiveness analysis is less demanding. It requires that only
the costs be expressed in monetary terms. The impacts are expressed
in units of change, such as a rate of something or a score on some
instrument. Cost-effectiveness analysis addresses not only the
change, but also the cost per unit of change. It is not very helpful
when the questions have to do with return on investment or social
dividends, except when the return or dividends are understood in
nonmonetary terms. This is not, however, the point of most ques-
tions concerning return on investment.

Adding the principles and procedures of social accounting to impact
evaluation has the advantage of requiring evaluators to consider
the costs of programs: “many evaluators pay little attention to costs
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and are unaware of the information sources they need to contact
and the complexities of describing program costs” (Rossi & Free-
man, 1993, p. 371).

Impact evaluation and social accounting differ in two important
ways. First, the cost of intervention is highly relevant in social ac-
counting but largely ignored in most impact evaluations. The nature
of the intervention and the identification of its component parts are
considered central to impact evaluation, but occupy a less prominent
place in social accounting. Second, the two approaches measure out-
comes quite differently. Social accounting places priority on meas-
uring outcomes in monetary terms; impact evaluation seldom does.
Are these differences reconcilable? We think that the answer is yes.

A major objective in any outcome analysis is to determine whether
there is a result. The criteria tend to be different in these two types
of analyses. In social accounting, if the value of the outcome ben-
efits is greater than the costs, then a program is considered a suc-
cess. The usual means of expressing this relationship is in terms of
the multiples of value of benefits over costs: for example, a multiple
of 5 to 1 is “better” than a multiple of 2 to 1. “Statistical signifi-
cance,” a central concern in impact evaluation, is not an issue here.
In social accounting, the multiple indicates the substantive or mon-
etary significance of the intervention.

There is, however, an important distinction between cost-benefit/
cost-effectiveness analysis on the one hand, and social accounting
on the other. Cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analyses focus on
the results of the intervention as measured via dependent variables
that have been specified. They do not count the cost of the interven-
tion as one of the “results.” Social accounting, in contrast, includes
in its calculation of the results (contributions to the economy) the
programmatic expenditures that are involved in the intervention.
These include the value of all forms of resources (e.g., salaries, fees,
office expenditures, and the value of volunteer contributions). There-
fore, the economic return on investment starts as 1:1 and cannot
fall below that level. Cost-benefit analysis can yield a return on in-
vestment that is less than 1:1; social accounting analysis cannot.

In contrast, impact evaluation goes further in determining whether
measured change can be considered an impact of the program. It
involves the construction of a research design that allows two things:
(1) identification of the effect that is attributable solely to the inter-
vention, and (2) determination of whether the observed change is



76

Tuae CANADIAN JOURNAL OF PrROGRAM EvVALUATION

statistically significant (the likelihood of its constituting a real ef-
fect rather than being due to chance). Determining whether the size
and types of impacts have substantive or policy relevance is a sub-
sidiary matter. These questions may never be asked, and so remain

unanswered. In some cases, when they are asked they are difficult
to answer. Why?

Let us suppose it is possible to find that there is a statistically sig-
nificant difference in rates of re-employment among young adults
trained in one manner rather than in another. Further, let us as-
sume that the implications of this finding are not clear because the
differences are not large and the more effective intervention is also
the more costly. The next question is, what happens when the size
of the impact and the differences in costs are considered together?
The answer comes back in the form of a cost-effectiveness analysis
where the costs are in monetary units and the impacts are meas-
ured in rates of re-employment.

Knowing the relative cost-effectiveness may not be enough to assist
in the development of public policy. Which approach to dealing with
unemployed youth is preferable?

This is where a social accounting orientation can be helpful. Two
points need to be made. First, the initial question could have been
framed in a social accounting framework. Second, in the case of this
example, and in many though perhaps not all cases, the informa-
tion can now be recast to allow it to be addressed within a social
accounting framework. The prime requirement is that the costs and
outcomes identified can be transformed into monetary units that
are amenable to social accounting analysis.

Consider the following possibilities with respect to the above exam-
ple. As useful as it may be to know that one way of handling youth
is associated with more re-employment than another, this informa-
tion does not tell us what the return on investment is from paying
for the more expensive program. A social accounting perspective
would have us ask whether increased employment can be translated
into monetary terms. Considerations such as the following come to
mind: reduced social assistance, increased taxes paid, increased value
of goods purchased. The extent to which this set of items, or any one
of them, can be successfully estimated is not just speculative, be-
cause the same sorts of things would likely be part of a social ac-
counting analysis. In addition, the cost of the intervention
(investment) needs to be estimated. Whether this can be adequately
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done depends largely on three considerations: (1) the ease with which
some of these investments and outcomes are convertible to other
(monetary) units, (2) the availability of information about these now
transformed measures, and (3) whether the measures of outcome in
the original study involve a sufficiently large number of domains
where monetary impacts are likely. The latter, called limiting (Mohr,
1998, p. 193), refers to the process of deciding which domains that
might be affected should be included in the analysis.

SOCIAL ACCOUNTING: AN EXAMPLE

Because social accounting is relatively new, we offer an illustration
of how it is conducted so that readers may appreciate its novel fea-
tures as well as its limitations. The example that we present is re-
ported in greater detail by Richmond (1996b, p. 6). Here our intent
is solely to illustrate the key steps in social accounting; it should
not be assumed that we agree with the manner in which the meth-
ods of social accounting have been applied.

The Ontario Network of Employment Skills Training Projects
(ONESTeP) is an organization that provides services to community-
based employment training organizations across Ontario. It has
participated in the Social Accounting Project, an initiative sponsored
by Human Resources Development Canada (HRDC), a major com-
ponent of which was the conduct of social audits in five training
sites across Ontario. We focus on the social audit of one of these
community-based training organizations, site one, selected because
it was the largest of the five organizations audited.

The social audit of site one involved nine steps that typically char-
acterize this process (Richmond, 1998, p. 15), six of which consti-
tuted the core of the process:

1. interviews with a small sample of graduates of programs
offered by the agency

2. areview of pertinent documents: the organization’s mission
statement and mandate, audited financial statements, an-
nual reports, contracts, and evaluations

3. a comparison of the terms of contracts and mandates with
reported results

4. an economic valuation of the organization’s results

an economic valuation of indirect social savings

6. a comparison on incoming and outgoing resources to esti-
mate return on investment

o
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Site one is described as a nonprofit organization that is governed by
an 11-person board. The staff complement is 33.36 full-time equiva-
lents. Volunteers participate as members of the board of directors
as well as workplace hosts for clients, speakers, and marketers/sur-
veyors for the organization (Richmond, 1996b, p. 8).

Revenue for site one for the year ended March 31, 1995, was
$2,537,758 from grants, fees for service, sales, and other sources.
Expenditures for the same period totalled $2,536,541 in the form of
salaries, operating costs, and other expenses.

In this social audit, the two social products of site one were both
employment-related outcomes: employment acquisition and en-
hanced employability. The social audit estimates that three months
after graduating from employment acquisition programs, 263 indi-
viduals had found work. The estimated total of their annual income
was $4,246,924, assuming that each individual obtained full-time
work for a full year.

In terms of enhancement of employability, the social audit estimated
that 351 graduates of site one received additional schooling or em-
ployment-related training. For purposes of valuation, it was assumed
that the market value of this enhancement was equal to the pur-
chase price to HRDC of community-based training ($8,000 per unit).
Thus, the value of this component was estimated to be $2,808,000
(351 graduates x $8,000). Another 500 clients gained access to other
training programs through labor adjustment contracts. The valua-
tion of this component was $750,000, based on a unit value of $1,500
per client (the estimated cost of private-sector outplacement costs).

In total, then, the value of employment-related outcomes was esti-
mated to be $7,804,924. Of this, $4,246,924 was from employment
acquisition and $3,558,000 ($2,808,000 + $750,000) was from em-
ployment enhancement.

The social audit also attempted to estimate the value of various life-
style-related outcomes. The employment dividend is the estimate of
the value to the Canadian economy that accrues when graduates of
the site one programs no longer receive various forms of federal or
provincial income support (unemployment insurance, general wel-
fare benefits, family benefits assistance, etc.). The auditors used
Bellamaire and Poulin-Simon’s (1994) estimate of the associated
costs of unemployment to the unemployed and to the economy ($3,956
per capita) to estimate these savings. The employment of 263 gradu-
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ates of employment acquisition programs at site one produced an
estimated savings of $1,040,428.

In order to estimate the value of the social assistance dividend, the
social auditors first interviewed 10 graduates of site one’s programs
and found that none was receiving unemployment insurance prior
to entry into the programs, but nine were receiving income support
averaging $10,908 per year. An earlier study of training programs
(Employment and Immigration Canada, 1993) reported that 47% of
program participants received social assistance for 72% of the year
preceding training. Accordingly, the social auditors estimated that
47% of the 263 graduates would have received income assistance
for 72% of the year had they not been employed. This resulted in an
estimated savings of social assistance payments of $973,896 (.47 x
263 graduates x .72 x $10,808).

Other changes in lifestyles among graduates of site one’s programs
were described but could not be assigned a monetary value. These
included improvements in health, self-esteem, and family relation-

ships. In total, changes in lifestyle that could be valuated were esti-
mated to be $2,014,324.

With these estimates and the figures from site one’s annual finan-
cial statement, the auditors then presented a statement of resources.
A condensed version is presented in Figure 3 in terms of incoming

Figure 3

Estimate of Return on Investment: Site One?

Resource Incoming Outgoing
Revenues $2,537,5380

Volunteer contribution $93,7400

$93,740b

Expenditures $2,536,541b
Employment acquisition $4,246,924
Employment enhancement $3,558,000
Lifestyle-related outcomes $2,014,324
TOTAL $2,631,498 $12,449,529

Return on investment = $12,449,529/$2,631,498 = 4.73:1.

a Abstracted from Richmond (1996b).
b Note that these are the same dollars.
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and outgoing resources. Incoming resources comprise site one’s rev-
enues ($2,537,758) and the estimated value of volunteers’ contribu-
tions ($93,740), for a total of $2,631,498. Outgoing resources comprise
that same volunteer contribution ($93,740), the agency’s expendi-
tures on salaries and all other operating costs ($2,536,541), the esti-
mated annual wages of graduates of employment acquisition
programs ($4,246,924), the estimated value of employment enhance-
ment programs ($3,558,000), and the valuation of lifestyle outcomes
($2,014,324), for an estimated total of $12,449,529.

In the language of social accounting, site one’s return on social in-
vestment is $4.73 per dollar expended ($12,449,529/$2,631,498), in
that for every dollar expended $4.73 is injected into the economy.
These estimates do not include the valuation of nonquantifiable so-
cial, psychological, or economic outcomes.

Critique

Social accounting offers a valuable perspective that can usefully be
added to the traditional practice of impact evaluation. As a stand-
alone method, however, it has serious limitations that include: ne-
glect of the program theory; neglect of program components, other
than their cost; absence of an evaluability assessment (or at least
the process evaluation part of it); no identification of the mecha-
nisms of change; and no differentiation between change that can be
attributed to the intervention and change attributable to other fac-
tors (including the value of the investment itself).

As we indicated earlier, evaluations can focus on any of three ele-
ments: theory, implementation, and outcomes. As can be seen from
our summary of the ONESTeP social audit, social accounting places
almost all of its emphasis on outcomes and, more specifically, on
the monetary valuation of these outcomes. There is no attempt to
evaluate whether programs that are designed to enable clients to
find jobs or enhance their employability are based on a particular
orientation, a body of scientific evidence, or previously successful
interventions. Similarly, there is no attempt in this example of a
social audit to describe the interventions that are provided as part
of community-based employment training, nor is there any account
of the extent to which interventions are actually delivered.

Perhaps the most important point to be made is that the study at-
tributes all outcomes to the employment acquisition or employment
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enhancement programs. It is assumed that all 263 graduates who
found employment did so as a result of their participation in site
one’s programs. No allowance is given for the possibility that some
proportion of these clients might have found work had they not en-
tered these programs. Similarly, it is assumed that no clients would
have enhanced their employability had they not entered site one’s
programs. In other words, there is an implicit assumption that the
changes that occurred in the employment histories of clients were
due solely to the programs these individuals entered.

If a comparison group who received no program had been established
for this evaluation, these problems could be addressed. If the rate of
employment had been, say, 20% for the comparison group, we might
then be justified in concluding that the success of 80% of the 263
individuals who became employed was attributable to site one’s pro-
grams. This would reduce the economic valuation of employment
acquisition. Thus, the inclusion of an experimental or quasi-experi-
mental design would provide a more accurate cost-benefit analysis.

CONCLUSIONS

Two principal conclusions can be drawn from this analysis of evalu-
ation frameworks. First, not only do different types of analyses pro-
duce different information, but that information differs in scope and
validity. Some types of evaluation, such as impact evaluation, are
robust in internal validity but traditionally have been narrow in
the types of outcomes considered. The value of the interventions,
cost, is a neglected dimension. Cost-benefit analysis, cost-effective-
ness analysis and, more recently, social accounting analysis do fo-
cus on cost and have been more open to identifying a wide array of
areas where monetized output may be found. The principal, though
not only, limitation has been their propensity to ignore certain
threats to internal validity, particularly history and regression.

The second conclusion is that although not all evaluations need to
do everything, if they are to be accurate and useful it is neverthe-
less important that there be a reasonable balance of scope and va-
lidity. The framework that we call comprehensive evaluation (see
Figure 4) can be used as the basis for making choices and trade-offs
in selecting the features that best fit the circumstances, what needs
to be done, and how it will be used. Its emphasis, however, favors
evaluations that are theory driven and experimental in character,
contain monetized versions of the intervention (cost), and examine
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multiple domains of outcome, at least some of which should be
monetized.

REFERENCES

Bellamaire, D., & Poulin-Simon, L. (1994). What is the real cost of unem-

ployment in Canada? Ottawa: Canadian Centre for Policy Alterna-
tives.

Campbell, D.T., & Stanley, J.C. (1963). Experimental and quasi-experi-
mental designs for research. Chicago: Rand McNally.

Chen, H.-T., & Rossi, P.H. (1989). Issues in the theory driven perspective.
Evaluation and Program Planning, 12, 299-306.

Employment and Immigration Canada. (1993). Evaluation of the severely
employment disadvantaged component (SED): Option of the job en-
try program. Ottawa: Author.

Figure 4
Features of Various Types of Analyses Evaluations
Cost Social Impact Cost Comprehensive
Benefit Auditing Analysis Effectiveness Evaluation
Analysis Analysis Analysis
Inputs measured Yes Yes Nominally Yes Yes
inputs in monetary units ~ Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Theory drivena No No Canbe No Yes
Implementation assessed  No No Canbe No Yes
Qutcomes measured Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcomes in monetary
terms Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcomes in other than
monetary units No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Attribution by designb No No Yes No Yes

a A “black box” evaluation concerns itself strictly with the extent to which there is a relationship between
“inputs” and “outcomes.” A “theory-driven” evaluation takes into account the mechanisms of change by
testing for the impact of intervening variables that mediate the influence on measures of long-term out-
comes.

b The use of experimental or quasi-experimental designs to identify the part of apparent change that
can be attributed to the intervention as distinct from other factors.



LA REVUE CANADIENNE D'EVALUATION DE PROGRAMME 83 l

Mohr, L.B. (1988). Impact analysis for program evaluation. Pacific Grove,
CA: Brooks/Cole.

Phillips, J.J. (1996). Measuring the return on investment in training and
development. Birmingham: Performance Resource Organization.

Richmond, B.J. (1996a). Economic impact of community-based training:
Social audit report of five Ontario sites. Part 1: Aggregate report.
Toronto: Ontario Network of Employment Skills Training Project.

Richmond, B.J. (1996b). Economic impact of community-based training:
Social audit report of five Ontario sites. Part 2: Background papers.
Toronto: Ontario Network of Employment Skills Training Project.

Richmond, B.J. (1998). Counting on nonprofits: The final report of the So-
cial Accounting Framework Project. London, ON: United Way of
London & Middlesex.

Rossi, P.H., & Freeman, H.E. (1993). Evaluation: A systematic approach.
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Rush, B., & Ogborne, A. (1990). Program logic models: Expanding their
role and structure for program planning and evaluation. Canadian
Journal of Program Evaluation, 6(2), 95~106.

Rutman, L. (1980). Planning useful evaluations: Evaluability assessment.
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Wholey, J.S. (1994). Assessing the feasibility and likely usefulness of evalu-
ation. In J.S. Wholey, H.P. Hatry, & K.E. Newcomer (Eds.), Hand-

book of practical program evaluation {pp. 15-39). San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.





