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1. Introduction and Methodology

1.1 Introduction

Wave Change works directly with youth who have a passion for social change to develop the
knowledge, skills and networks they need to make a difference in Ireland. It was launched as a
programme of Social Entrepreneurs Ireland (hereafter SEI) in 2011. Wave Change is delivered
through an annual programme, providing training, support, development and networking
opportunities to youth aged 18-25 from across Ireland. SEl, established in 2004, works with high-
potential social entrepreneurs to enable them to maximize the potential impact of their ideas across
the country through a combination of financial investment, direct support and celebration and
communication of their achievements.

In collaboration with the UNESCO Child and Family Research Centre, National University of Ireland,
Galway (NUI Galway), Wave Change is committed to knowledge generation and dissemination. This
component of Wave Change is intended to generate learning that will guide the future of the
initiative. It is further intended to feed into the evidence base on the implementation of youth civic
action interventions and their value to young people, and to inform policy and practice at the
national and international level. The evaluation covers a 2-year period, running from November
2011 to October 2013, which incorporates the first two cycles of the delivery of the Wave Change
Programme. The Interim Evaluation Report (end of Year 1) and this Final Evaluation Report (end of
Year 2) are outputs of this commitment to knowledge generation and dissemination.

For the purposes of this study, the UNESCO Child and Family Research Centre is advised and
supported in its research and evaluation activities by Professor Mark Brennan, who is an expert in
the area of youth civic action and community development and who holds the UNESCO Chair in
Rural Community, Leadership and Youth Development at Pennsylvania State University, USA.

1.2 Aims of the study

The aim of the evaluation, as set out in the UNESCO Child and Family Research Centre Evaluation
Plan (signed off by Wave Change in December 2011), is to examine the implementation and delivery
of the Wave Change Programme, to generate learning to contribute to the ongoing development
of the programme and to examine whether the initiative met its identified outcomes. The study
therefore has a process, formative and outcomes focus. The objectives of the evaluation are:

1. to describe the Wave Change model;
to locate the initiative in the relevant theoretical literature;
to assess the implementation of Wave Change and generate learning for the programme;
to assess whether Wave Change met its intended outcomes;
to assess value for money.

vk wnN

1.3 Methodology

The evaluation is a mixed-methods study, incorporating quantitative and qualitative methods. A wide
range of participants were involved in the evaluation process, including the participants in the Wave
Change Programme (called ‘Wave Changers’), the Wave Change Team (Director, Programme Manager,
Programme Facilitator, Assistant Programme Facilitator (volunteer) and Programme Associate), the
Wave Change Steering Group members and the programme funder (The Atlantic Philanthropies). In
the main, the evaluation is qualitative due to the small number of Wave Changers partaking in the
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programme during the period covered by this evaluation report (n=47). The methods used to address
the objectives of the study and the response rates during the data collection period (November 2011
— October 2013) are detailed below.

1.3.1 Literature review

The literature in relation to youth social entrepreneurship and social innovation was reviewed in order
to put the Wave Change Programme in context. The review of literature involved a search of
academic databases such as Scopus and a search of the NUI Galway library catalogue using the key
phrases ‘social entrepreneurship’ and ’social innovation’ and derivates of them. An Internet search
was also conducted, using Google to identify relevant reports and publications. The authors further
benefited from reviewing the bibliographies of key publications relevant to the topic. The literature
review is supplemented by the background conceptual paper by Brady et al. (2012) entitled
Understanding Youth Civic Engagement: Debates, Discourses and Lessons from Practice, which was
produced for Wave Change by the UNESCO Child and Family Research Centre in 2012.

1.3.2 Qualitative methods

The qualitative methods used included observation, a review of secondary data and the collection of
primary data through the use of interviews, self-reflection diaries, focus groups and case studies as
described below.

Observation

A researcher attended one recruitment weekend and two of the Wave Change Programme weekends
in Year 1 of the delivery of the programme, and the Bootcamp and all of the five programme
weekends in Year 2. A researcher also observed the seed funding process in Year 2 of the programme.
Attendance by the researcher facilitated direct observation of the implementation of the programme.
Field notes were recorded and factored into the analysis of the data.

Secondary data

A review of secondary data primarily drew on documentation supplied by Wave Change, including
the original proposal to the funder, programme materials, the minutes of the Steering Group
meetings and budgetary information. It also involved a review of the Wave Change website, Facebook
page and Twitter account.

Primary data

The primary data collected for this evaluation report utilised the following qualitative methods: one-
to-one interviews, focus groups, reflective diaries and case studies.

Interviews: Semi-structured, primarily face-to-face interviews were conducted with the Wave
Change Team. For Year 1 of the programme, the Wave Change Team comprised the Director and a
Programme Coordinator. In Year 2 of the programme, the Team expanded, to comprise the Director,
the Programme Manager (the Programme Coordinator in Year 1), a Programme Facilitator, an
Assistant Programme Facilitator (volunteer) and a Programme Associate who led on delivering the
personal development workshops. Following the first year of the implementation of the Programme,
one-to-one interviews were conducted with the Programme Director and Coordinator. Following the
delivery of the second year of the programme, one-to-one interviews were conducted with all five
members of the Team. An additional interview was conducted with a Wave Change intern who
supported the Team during the recruitment phase in the lead into Year 2.

Semi-structured telephone interviews were conducted with the six members of the Wave Change



Steering Group in Year 1 of the delivery of the programme and with its four members in Year 2, as
well as with two representatives of the funder, The Atlantic Philanthropies Ireland.

The purpose of these interviews was to explore a range of stakeholders’ perspectives regarding the
following issues, as appropriate to their role:

e the background to and history of Wave Change;

e the Wave Change model;

e the implementation of the programme;

e their perception of the outcomes Wave Change has achieved;

e the governance and management of Wave Change;

e the future of Wave Change.

All the interviews were recorded and transcribed in full.

Reflective diaries: The Wave Changers were asked to engage in self-reflection at the end of each of
the five programme weekends, guided by a set of reflective questions. The purpose of the reflection
was to collate the Wave Changers’ perspectives to identify whether the programme was achieving its
intended outcomes. In order to facilitate an element of personal choice and method variety, a number
of options were provided to the participants in Year 1 of the programme to choose their preferred
method of self-reflection. These options were: the use of video diaries (uploaded securely via You
Tube), online journal entry blogs (via WordPress) or written journals. Several Wave Changers originally
opted for the electronic formats of either video diaries or electronic blogs; however, during the course
of the programme they changed to primarily using written journals. A total of 46 diaries were returned
in Year 1, comprising 29 written diary entries and 17 diaries returned either by video diary or
WordPress. In Year 2, Wave Changers used a standardised template for a written journal, which was
sent to them by e-mail after each programme weekend and returned electronically to the Research
Team. A total of 70 diary entries were returned in this manner, while one Wave Changer in Year 2
opted to reflect using the video diary method and sent it directly to the evaluator via e-mail.

In addition to the self-reflection diaries requested at the end of every programme weekend, during
the fourth programme weekend in Year 2 the evaluator met individually with the Wave Changers to
record a short video reflection. The purpose of this reflection was to specifically capture how the Wave
Changers have been applying their learning from the programme to their projects for social change.
During the course of the weekend, 19 video diaries were recorded with the attendees and transcribed
using NVivo.

Focus groups: Four focus groups were carried out with the Wave Changers, with two held during
the final programme weekends in Year 1 and Year 2. The purpose of the focus groups was to
explore the Wave Changers’ perspectives on the overall development and implementation of Wave
Change as they graduated from the programme. In particular, a discussion was facilitated around
whether Wave Change met their expectations, what was of most value and of least value to them
regarding the delivery of the programme, their views on the Wave Change online presence,
suggestions for changes to Wave Change in the future and a small number of additional areas
identified (where the data was limited or clarifications were required). During the final programme
weekend in Year 1, nine Wave Changers participated in the first focus group. Due to the small
number of participants, a second focus group was held at a later date outside the programme
weekend with five additional Wave Changers who had not attended the final programme
weekend. In Year 2, two focus groups were held with the 16 attendees at the final programme
weekend, with eight Wave Changers in each focus group. The focus groups in Year 1 and Year 2
were recorded and transcribed in full.



Case studies: Six of the Wave Changers and their projects (three from Year 1 and three from Year 2)
were selected to take part in a person-centered case study to showcase at a more in-depth level their
journey through Wave Change, with the focus on their social change projects. The selection process
for the Wave Changers chosen differed in Year 1 and Year 2. Drawing on the available data, and in
particular the questionnaire sent to the Wave Changers a year after completing the programme
(Alumni questionnaire), the evaluators were aware of three programme participants from Year 1 who
had developed a specific idea for social change and were continuing to progress their idea a year after
leaving the programme. These three were chosen for the case studies. In Year 2, due to the greater
emphasis on projects, all the Wave Changers were working on social change projects at the end of
the programme, hence a set of criteria was developed to facilitate selecting three participants for
case studies. In choosing the case studies, consideration was given to:
gender diversity;
geographical location (two from Dublin and one from outside of Dublin);
project stage (one from each project stage — starting block, early stage and up-and-running);
innovative projects where good progress has been made in rolling out their ideas (an
indicator of good progress is whether the participant applied for seed funding);
e evidence of the participant having a high rate of attendance at the programme weekends
and partaking in external engagement activities to progress their ideas.

On the basis of these latter two criteria, the 23 Wave Changers who graduated from Year 2 were
narrowed down to 14. Of these 14, three were randomly selected, taking into consideration gender,
diversity and project stage.

1.3.3 Quantitative methods

A baseline and follow-up self-completion questionnaire was administered to the Wave Changers in
Year 1 and Year 2. To supplement the qualitative data, these questionnaires used primarily
standardised measures for the purpose of assessing whether the Wave Change Programme was
achieving its intended outcomes. The questionnaire sought to measure whether the programme
inspired the Wave Changers to engage in social change; equipped them with strong, resilient personal
foundations to lead on change (including enhanced self-awareness, sense of agency and self-efficacy);
provided them with in-depth knowledge and practical experience of project management and social
innovation; and nurtured a strong, diverse network of social change-makers. The baseline
guestionnaire also included questions on demographics about gender, age, ethnic origin, place of
residence, level of education and current status of employment.

The baseline questionnaire was administered at the start of the first programme weekend in both
years (Time 1). It was completed by 46 of the 47 Wave Changers selected to be part of the programme
in Year 1 and Year 2. An identical follow-up questionnaire, administered during the final programme
weekend, was returned by 27 of the 45 Wave Changers who completed the programme (Time 2).
Relatively low levels of attendance at the final programme weekend in Year 1 and Year 2 affected the
response rate. The measures used in these questionnaires are outlined below.

The Youth Inventory of Involvement Scale (Pancer et al., 2007) was included to assess the Wave
Changers’ level of civic involvement at the start and end of the programme. The measure contains 30
items, accounting for several different areas in which youth can be involved. These can be clustered
into political activities, community activities, responding activities (responding to requests or appeals
for help) and helping activities. The respondents indicated the extent to which they had participated
in these activities over the previous year on a 6-point scale, ranging from 0 (never did this) to 5 (did
it weekly or more). This scale was adapted from Pancer et al.’s 5-point scale, with revised wording for
the purpose of clarity. Using this revised scale, the scale range is 0-150.



The Youth Social Responsibility Scale (Pancer et al., 2007) was used in the questionnaire to assess the
extent to which the Wave Changers felt they had a responsibility to others in society, particularly those
who are marginalised or oppressed, at the start and end of the programme. The measure has 29 items,
containing statements expressing attitudes to socially responsible behaviour (e.g. ‘Everyone should
volunteer some time for the good of their community’). Some of the questions on this scale are
reversed. For the purpose of this study, the scale was adapted from a 9-point scale to a 5-point scale,
allowing the respondents to indicate their agreement or disagreement with the statements (0 =
neither agree nor disagree, 1 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly agree). Using this revised scale, the scale
range is 0-116.

According to Pancer et al. (2007), the Youth Inventory of Involvement Scale and the Youth Social
Responsibility Scale both have excellent internal consistency in the study for which the scale was
developed. In relation to the Youth Inventory of Involvement Scale, a Cronbach alpha coefficient of
0.90 was reported for Time 1 administration of the measure and 0.88 for Time 2 administration of
the measure." Regarding the Youth Social Responsibility Scale, a Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.87
was reported for Time 1 administration and 0.88 for Time 2. In the current study, the Cronbach alpha
coefficient for the Youth Inventory of Involvement Scale was 0.85 in Time 1 and 0.93 in Time 2. The
Cronbach alpha coefficient for the Youth Social Responsibility Scale was 0.80 in Time 1 and 0.80 in
Time 2.

Flanagan et al. (2007)* developed a set of civic engagement measures to measure civic behaviours,
opinions, knowledge and dispositions among adolescents. One of these measures was used to assess
changes in the respondents’ perceived sense of agency. The competence for civic action measure
includes nine items to assess respondents’ perceived competence to take action on community issues.
Using a 5-point scale, respondents indicate their level of ability to take action, ranging from 1 (‘I
definitely can’t’) to 5 (‘I definitely can’). The scale range is 9—45. According to Flanagan et al. (2007),
the competence for civic action measure has excellent internal consistency, with a Cronbach alpha
coefficient reported of 0.90 in Time 1 and 0.92 in Time 2. In the current study, the Cronbach alpha
coefficient was 0.83 in Time 1 and 0.72 in Time 2.

Chell and Athayde (2009) developed a tool to measure skills needed for innovation. One of these
skills is self-efficacy, and this sub-measure was used to assess changes in the Wave Changers’
perceived sense of self-efficacy. The measure of self-efficacy includes eight items designed to
measure the respondents’ sense of self-belief, self-assurance, self-awareness, feelings of
empowerment and social confidence. Wave Changers were asked to indicate their level of
agreement on a 5-point scale (0 = neither agree nor disagree, 1 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly
agree) with a series of statements regarding their self-efficacy. The scale range was 0—32. The sub-
measure of self-efficacy was found by Chell and Athayde (2009) to have an acceptable level of
internal consistency, with a Cronbach alpha coefficient reported of 0.70. In the current study, the
Cronbach alpha coefficient was 0.09 in Time 1 and 0.34 in Time 2. These low alpha coefficients
indicate a low level of internal consistency, thereby reducing the reliability of the scale in the
current study. While the measure of self-efficacy was designed in part to measure the respondents’
self-awareness, an additional two items were also included in the questionnaire, designed to assess
changes in the respondents’ perceived sense of self-awareness. The respondents were asked to
indicate their level of agreement with two statements regarding their sense of self-awareness. The
scale range was 0-8.

Cronbach’s alpha is used to test the internal consistence of a scale. Researchers usually find alpha coefficients higher
than 0.7 to be acceptable (Nunnaly, 1978).

Adapted from the California Civic Index (Kahne et al., 2005) and the Civic Engagement Questionnaire (Keeter et al.,
2001).



The Social Provisions Scale was adapted to measure the respondents’ levels of social support (Cutrona
and Russell, 1987). This scale has 24 items. However, for the purpose of this study, four of the most
appropriate items were selected to form a much smaller scale. The respondents were asked to
indicate their level of agreement with a series of statements on the degree to which their social
relationships provide social support, using a 4-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly agree).
The scale range was 0-16. The Cronbach alpha coefficient was 0.67 in Time 1 and 0.71 in Time 2.

A Project Management measure was developed by the researchers. This measure was designed to
take account of the specific skills that Wave Change was seeking to enhance among its Wave
Changers. The scale has seven items, whereby the respondents were asked to indicate their level of
ability on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (‘I definitely can’t’) to 5 (‘I definitely can’) in the following
areas: communicating, researching and evaluating their ideas; creating a road map from vision to
execution; and project planning, leading a team and managing the necessary budget and resources.
The scale range was 0-35. The Cronbach alpha coefficient was 0.89 in Time 1 and 0.70 in Time 2.

1.3.4 Mixed-method questionnaires

The study used a number of mixed-method questionnaires, which were primarily focused on
documenting the respondents’ views on the implementation of the Wave Change Programme. Each
of these questionnaires had a quantitative and a qualitative component and are outlined in further
detail below.

Recruitment and Bootcamp weekend questionnaire: Questionnaires were administered to all 50
Wave Changers who attended the three regional recruitment weekends in Year 1 and the 42
attendees at the Bootcamp weekend in Year 2. There was a full response rate. The purpose of these
guestionnaires was to collect demographic data on the attendees and information on how they
initially found out about the Wave Change Programme. In addition, the questionnaire was designed
to gather their perspectives on the delivery of the weekends and suggestions to inform the ongoing
development of Wave Change, through a series of open-ended questions.

Programme weekend questionnaire: These questionnaires were administered to the Wave Changers
at the end of each of the five programme weekends in Years 1 and 2. Section 1 of the questionnaire
asked the respondents to rate their level of satisfaction on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 (very
satisfied) to 5 (very dissatisfied) regarding:

e the overall weekend;

e the relevance of the sessions to the Wave Changers;

e the opportunity the weekend provided to network and discuss their ideas with their peers;

e the content of the sessions;

o the logistics of the weekend.

Section 2 included open-ended questions on what the Wave Changers found most useful and least
useful about the weekend, with additional space to provide general comments. The final programme
weekend questionnaire in both years included a Section 3, asking the respondents how many
opportunities they had to participate in external engagement activities, whether they applied for seed
funding, and how they rated their overall level of satisfaction with these aspects of the programme,
using the same 5-point scale. The response rates to these programme weekend questionnaires are
set out in Table 1.



Table 1: Response rates to the programme weekend questionnaire

Weekend 1 | Weekend2 | Weekend3 | Weekend4 | Weekend 5

Year 1

20 17 19 19 9
Number of respondents
UEETF 2 25 19 16 19 14

Number of respondents

Practical Skills workshop questionnaires: In Year 2 of the programme, as the practical skills
workshops were held primarily outside of the programme weekends, a questionnaire was
administered to the attendees of these workshops via SurveyMonkey. There were 38 attendees
across the six workshops delivered and the response rate was 32. Reflecting the programme
weekend questionnaires, the Wave Changers were asked to rate their overall satisfaction with the
workshop and identify what they found most useful and least useful.

Seed funding questionnaire: In Year 2 of the programme, a questionnaire was sent to six of the judges
sitting on the seed funding adjudication panel. There was a full response rate. The purpose of this
questionnaire was to ask the judges to rate their overall satisfaction with the seed funding process, to
gather their perspectives on what worked well or could have been improved, and how it compared to
similar funding processes in which they were previously involved.

Alumni questionnaire: A year after graduating from Wave Change, a questionnaire was sent to the
22 Wave Changers in Year 1 of the programme via SurveyMonkey. The response rate was 17. The
purpose of the questionnaire was to collect data on whether the alumni continued to be involved in
or lead on activity intended to bring about social change since completing the programme. It also
sought their perspectives on what were the barriers they encountered when involved in social change
and whether they have maintained contact with their peers on the programme and, if so, the nature
of this contact.

Website questionnaire — not administered: It was originally part of the study design to administer a
questionnaire via the website to the public and the Wave Changers from both years. This
guestionnaire was designed to capture their views on the website, their reasons for visiting the site,
how they would rate the quality of the site and their suggestions for improvement. However, due to
low levels of traffic to the website, a decision was taken in conjunction with the Wave Change Team
not to administer the questionnaire.




1.4 Analysis

As set out in Section 1.2 above, the study has a process, formative and outcomes focus. The analysis
undertaken and supportive software tools used to write up the findings under each of these study
components are detailed below.

1.4.1 Process and Formative Study Analysis

The qualitative data sources (consisting of interviews, focus groups, field notes from the observation
and the relevant questionnaires) were reviewed and analysed to assemble the evidence on whether
Wave Change was implemented as intended, what were the ingredients to successful implementation,
and what barriers and challenges arose during implementation. The data sources were manually coded
and analysed under various headings that reflected the key themes emerging from the research. The
quantitative data from the questionnaires was input and analysed using Microsoft Excel.

1.4.2 Outcomes Study Analysis

To assess whether the programme contributed to its desired outcomes, the evaluation adopted a
contribution analysis approach. In the context of programme evaluation, ‘contribution analysis
explores attribution through assessing the contribution a programme is making to observed results.
It sets out to verify the theory of change behind the programme and, at the same time, takes into
consideration other influencing factors’ (Mayne, 2008, p. 1). This approach recognises that it takes
time to prove an impact (Kotvojs, 2006) and is therefore appropriate considering the evaluation
timeframe. It does not seek to definitely prove impact, but acknowledges that there are other
potentially influential contributing factors. In essence, it seeks to provide plausible evidence of how
the programme is making a difference (Mayne, 1999).

In the current study, qualitative evidence was gathered and assessed, with the support of the
qualitative data software package NVivo, to produce findings demonstrating whether the programme
contributed to the intended outcomes. NVivo was used to code the self-reflection diaries, the video
diaries and the relevant outcomes-focused data in the transcripts of the focus groups. This software
facilitated the identification of emergent themes and enabled all stages of the analytical process to
be transparent and traceable.

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to analyse the data from the baseline (Time
1) and follow-up (Time 2) questionnaires. To assess whether there was a statistically significant
difference between the Wave Changersin Year 1 and Year 2, in terms of their level of civic involvement
and sense of social responsibility at the time of their selection for the programme, an Independent-
Samples T-Test was conducted using the Time 1 data. However, the analysis primarily used a Paired-
Samples T-Test to evaluate the impact of the Wave Change Programme on the respondents’ mean
scores between Time 1 and Time 2. This Paired-Samples T-Test was used for the purpose of measuring
whether there was a statistically significant difference in the Wave Changers’ level of civic involvement,
sense of social responsibility, perceived sense of agency, self-efficacy, level of social support and project
management skills between Time 1 and Time 2. However, given that the smaller the sample size, the
more difficult it can be to detect small effects that are statistically significant (Rossi et al., 2004, 