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Abstract: For this special issue, our article provides an illustrative example of data
integration in a complex mixed methods design. It advances three mixed insights
about the evaluation capacity needs of the early childhood feld generated by using
a mixed methods community-based participatory research (MMCBPR) design. We
integrated quantitative fndings from an evaluation capacity needs assessment tool
with qualitative themes from community consultations. Findings highlight the pressing need for practices aimed at enhancing individual capacity through skills-based
training, shifing organizational learning culture through resource investment, and
cultivating interdependencies between organizational evaluation culture and individual evaluation capacity through engagement and collaborations.
Keywords: community-based participatory research, early childhood, evaluation
capacity building, instrument development, mixed methods
Résumé : Pour ce numéro spécial, notre article donne un exemple illustratif de
l’intégration de données dans un cadre complexe de méthodes mixtes. Il met de
l’avant trois points de vue mitigés sur les besoins de capacité en évaluation dans le
domaine de la petite enfance, générés à l’aide d’un cadre de recherche participatif
communautaire aux méthodes mixtes. Nous avons combiné des résultats quantitatifs
tirés d’un outil d’évaluation des besoins de capacité en évaluation avec des thèmes
qualitatifs provenant de consultations dans la collectivité. Les résultats mettent en
lumière le besoin pressant de pratiques visant à améliorer la capacité individuelle par
l’intermédiaire de formations fondées sur les compétences, de faire évoluer la culture
d’apprentissage organisationnelle par l’investissement de ressources et de cultiver
les interdépendances entre les cultures d’évaluation organisationnelle et la capacité
d’évaluation individuelle par l’engagement et la collaboration.
Mots clés : Recherche participative communautaire, petite enfance, amélioration de
la capacité d’évaluation, élaboration d’instruments, méthodes mixtes
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Funders, program planners, and policymakers are seeking rigorous and reliable
evidence (e.g., evidence produced with appropriate research designs and methods;
Mayan, 2009) from a variety of data sources to inform resource allocation, improve essential services, and inform policymaking (McShane et al., 2015). When
research is conducted within the context of a community, rigorous and reliable
evidence must also represent the unique context and be useful to the community’s
needs (Wright et al., 2010). Te need for rigorous and reliable community-based
evidence through the integration of qualitative and quantitative data presents an
opportunity for the use of mixed methods (MM) research designs (Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2018). Too ofen, researchers and evaluators try to investigate and
understand complex issues with designs that are focused on understanding the
parts in isolation and thus unable to comprehensively capture the complexity
under study (Poth, 2018). We can no longer try to control and reduce the inherent complexity we encounter in our work and instead recognize that “changeable
research conditions are the ‘new’ normal” (Poth, 2018, p. 27). MM designs are well
positioned for planning and conducting research and evaluations under conditions of greater complexity, and they generate rigorous and reliable evidence that
would not have otherwise been accessible by a singular method.
Te integration of qualitative and quantitative data is a key characteristic of
MM designs (e.g., Plano Clark & Ivankova, 2016), as it uncovers more complete
accounts of the complex social phenomena being investigated. Integrated fndings allow researchers and evaluators to gather un-imposed accounts of participants’ experiences that can be contrasted to quantitative conceptual frameworks
(Nzabonimpa, 2018). Te integrated evidence produced by complex MM designs guides evaluators in the generation of mixed insights. We use the term
mixed insights to diferentiate the understandings derived from the integrated
fndings from those insights that would be accessible by either the statistically
signifcant relationships (quantitative results) or themes and sub-themes (qualitative fndings) alone (Poth et al., 2020). Mixed insights are also referred to as
meta-inferences in the MM literature (e.g., Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2009), but our
preference for mixed insights is to avoid the assumption that the results of MM
studies are somehow greater—they are simply diferent from the insights we might
have generated otherwise and, perhaps most importantly, necessary to address
our research questions. While mixed insights are arguably more complete when
it comes to understanding complex social phenomena and evaluation issues, researchers ofen lack practical guidance on how to fully integrate their qualitative
and quantitative data (Mertens, 2018).
To date, many evaluators have intuitively used MM approaches to capture the
complexity inherent in much of their work (Mertens, 2018). However, advancing
practical guidance on how to use MM, in the form of detailed descriptions and
illustrative examples of data integration, is necessary to equip evaluators in their
methodological work. Terefore, in this article we will advance such an illustrative example by detailing how mixed insights, from a MM community-based
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participatory research (MMCBPR; DeJonckheere et al., 2019) design, were produced. We demonstrate how we integrated fndings from an evaluation capacity
needs-assessment tool (quantitative data) with community consultations (qualitative data) to produce mixed insights relevant for addressing the evaluation capacity needs of the early childhood development feld.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Need for MMCBPR designs to address complex evaluation issues
Addressing complex issues in ways that promote evaluation use requires approaches that equitably engage communities in the design and implementation of
research that benefts the local setting (Israel et al., 2013). Partnering with community members or leaders, community-based organizations, and practitioners
allows for the design to be grounded in diverse perspectives and expertise and to
be more responsive to the needs of the community. Establishing an efective partnership is essential when it comes to exploring complex societal issues, since these
issues ofen involve and are relevant to many diferent community stakeholders,
who have more extensive knowledge about the issue being explored, compared
to the researcher or evaluator. Engaging community partners also ensures key
community needs and stakeholders’ values related to the issue are informing the
evaluation, from start to fnish.
Many CBPR examples exist that illustrate the use of this approach to explore
complex issues in partnership with community stakeholders (e.g., see Wallerstein
et al., 2018). However, when researchers and evaluators use a CBPR approach intersected with MM research design, it can further strengthen their understanding
of complex phenomena of interest (e.g., DeJonckheere et al., 2019). MM research
has shown great promise in integrating quantitative and qualitative methods
in data collection, analysis, and generating insights about complex phenomena
(Plano Clark & Ivankova, 2016). When MM research and CBPR are used together, the potential to generate insights from complex issues that are grounded
in and useful to the community is amplifed (DeJonckheere et al., 2019). A key
example involves MMCBPR being used in the mental health research feld to
help practitioners and researchers maximize their ability to empower vulnerable
communities, develop interventions collaboratively, and build more equitable
practices (Jones et al., 2020). However, researchers and evaluators have few illustrative examples of how MMCBPR designs are incorporated in diferent phases
of evaluation and how mixed insights are produced. In this article, we add to this
literature by providing an illustrative example of the use of a MMCBPR design
to respond to the evaluation capacity needs of the early childhood feld, which is
inherently complex due to the multiple contexts (e.g., home, school, community)
and sectors (education, health, social services) that interact to support the healthy
development of children at the local, provincial, and national levels.
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Need for building evaluation capacity in the early childhood feld
Robust scientifc evidence demonstrates that the experiences and environments
in the early years profoundly afect children’s development (e.g., Akbari & McCuaig, 2017). Te feld of early childhood incorporates multiple sectors and
systems, making it undeniably complex; however, children and families are ofen
supported in silos based on funding allocations and organizational mandates. Te
interdisciplinary nature of the feld is ripe for critical innovations in social policy
and practice. When policies and programs that target the early years are responsive to the complexity of the feld, they can reduce expensive interventions in later
years (e.g., OECD, 2012). As increasing resources are invested in early childhood,
there is a corresponding demand by funders for rigorous and reliable evidence
to prove efectiveness and determine if investments are worthwhile (Nakaima &
Sridharan, 2020). Tis demand for quality evidence and evaluative insights surpasses the resources and supply of evaluation knowledge and expertise available
to many Canadian community agencies (Gauthier et al., 2010). For example,
limited resources can end up constraining agencies’ ability to even entertain, let
alone sustain, evaluation capacity (Nakaima & Sridharan, 2020). Agencies need
support not only to build evaluation capacity but also to understand how to effectively build evaluation capacity with limited resources.
Unfortunately, this disconnect between funder and organizational evaluation
needs is common and ofen makes evaluations challenging, as organizations try
to use evaluation to meet funder expectations and gather information about their
program needs with limited capacity (e.g., limited fnancial resources to support
evaluation activities, limited time for staf to participate in evaluation activities in
addition to their full workloads). With limited evaluation capacity, organizations
can end up doing evaluations that only address funders’ needs, and evaluation
outcomes ofen prove uninformative for program development and practice.
With limited funding, human resources, and evaluation expertise to collect and
use evaluation evidence, community agencies ofen fnd themselves struggling to
justify continued support (e.g., Bakken et al., 2014).
Purposeful evaluation capacity building (ECB) has been utilized by many
evaluators to reduce the knowledge, skill, and resource gap in the nonproft sector
(e.g., García-Iriarte et al., 2011). ECB “is a complex phenomenon involving individual learning, organizational change, sustained change, and program processes
and outcomes” (Labin et al., 2012, p. 328). It is an intentional process, to build
individual and organizational motivation, knowledge, skills, and processes to both
do and use evaluation to inform practices, programs, and policies (e.g., Cousins
et al., 2014). As a starting point to any ECB efort, it is critical to understand the
motivations, goals, resources, and context (Labin et al., 2012). If individuals and
organizations invest time and resources into ECB, they will expect several outcomes. At the individual level, an increase in attitudes, knowledge, and skills as
“evidenced in behaviours such as engaging in various evaluation activities” (Labin
et al., 2012, p. 311) would be expected. Individual learning and outcomes, though,

© 2022 CJPE 36.3, 287–315

doi: 10.3138/cjpe.70920

Responding to the Evaluation Capacity Needs of the Early Childhood Field 291

are signifcantly infuenced by the organizational context in which an individual
is operating (Preskill & Boyle, 2008a). It is difcult to separate the ECB outcomes
that individuals and organizations experience as they interact and reinforce one
another and are both critical to achieving desired outcomes. For example, certain
organizational factors have been shown to interact and infuence positive outcomes, as well as sustainability, at both the individual and organizational levels
such as leadership, culture of the organization, evaluation mainstreaming in an
organization, and sufcient resources (see Labin et al., 2012).

Responding to ECB needs through the evaluation capacity network
Te Community-University Partnership for the Study of Children, Youth, and
Families is focused on addressing the need for ECB in the Canadian early childhood feld (Bisanz et al., 2013; Gokiert et al., 2017). Tis partnership has been supporting the ECB needs of nonprofts in the early childhood feld (e.g., with access
to faculty and graduate students with evaluation expertise, professional development opportunities through workshops); however, a more systematic and coordinated response was necessary to scale up these eforts to meet ever-increasing
support requests. Te development and launch of the Evaluation Capacity Network (ECN) in 2014 aimed to provide a coordinated response and enhance access to quality evaluation knowledge, resources, expertise, and capacity-building
opportunities tailored to the needs of the early childhood feld (Gokiert et al.,
2017). Part of these eforts, and the focus of this article, is to address evaluation
capacity issues in the early childhood feld. Tis article does that by advancing a
complex methodological approach involving the application of both CBPR and
MM to ofer mixed insights that can help build an ECB agenda specifc to this
complex feld.

METHODS
Our study used a convergent MMCBPR design to integrate fndings from an
evaluation capacity needs assessment (ECNA) tool and community consultations
to generate a broad understanding of early childhood leaders’ perspectives about
evaluation capacity within their feld. Our study was guided by this research
question: To what extent and how can the community consultations explain the
practical capacity needs by the signifcant correlations among factors revealed by
the analysis of the ECNA? CBPR guided our engagement with ECN community
partners and governance committees (e.g., core research and steering committee) during the design, data collection, analysis, and interpretation of the mixed
insights for the current study (Gokiert et al., 2017). Figure 1 illustrates the point
of data integration in our complex research design as occurring afer the separate
quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis that are described in the
sections that follow. Te study received ethics approval from the University of
Alberta Research Ethics Board.
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Figure 1. The convergent Mixed Methods Community Based Participatory
(MMCBPR) design used to investigate the evaluation capacity needs of the
early childhood feld in Alberta

Mixed sampling strategy and recruitment
A purposeful, approximately identical mixed sampling strategy (Onwuegbuzie &
Collins, 2007) was used to invite 122 individuals across Alberta, representing
78 organizations within the early childhood feld (e.g., not-for-proft, funders,
government, post-secondary), to participate. Tese individuals were identifed
through their roles as innovators or leaders in evaluation or the feld of early
childhood with diverse evaluation responsibilities (e.g., supervising external
evaluators or using evaluations for decision making). We use the term approximately identical sampling rather than nested because of our intention to have
identical sampling for the ECNA tool and community consultations, not a subsample.
Of the 122 participants that attended one of four community consultations
held across Alberta in 2016, 101 also completed the ECNA tool (82.7% response
rate). Table 1 presents the demographic characteristics of the sample of participants who completed the ECNA tool and the number of participants who
attended the diferent community consultations. Te sample was predominantly
© 2022 CJPE 36.3, 287–315
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Table 1. Participant demographics for ECNA tool

Gender
Female
Male
Did not specify
Professional Role
Leadership (e.g., CEO, execute director)
Management (e.g., program director, supervisor)
Evaluator (e.g., evaluation consultants, internal evaluators)
Educator (e.g., employees of schools and school boards)
Academic/researcher
(e.g., university professors)
Support staf
Other (include other and front line)
Highest level of education completed
High school diploma or equivalent
Post-secondary certifcate or diploma
Undergraduate degree
Graduate degree
Age (years)
29 or less
30–39
40–49
50–59
60 or more
Years of evaluation experience
None
Less than 1
1 to 4
5 or more
Community consultation location attended
Edmonton
Calgary
Lethbridge
Grand Prairie

n

Valid %

90
10
1

89.1%
9.5%

27
26
14
10
6

27.6%
26.5%
14.3%
10.2%
6.1%

5
10

5.1%
9.9%

1
17
30
53

1.0%
16.8%
29.7%
52.5%

4
16
31
37
11

4.0%
16.2%
31.3%
37.4%
11.1%

7
7
28
59

6.9%
6.9%
27.7%
58.4%

58
29
18
17

Note. N = 101. There were some missing data, so not all demographic sections add up to the
total sample.

female (89.1%), with more than half reporting leadership and management roles
(54.1%) and fve years or more of evaluation experience (54%). Many of the
participants were also 40–59 years of age (over 60%), and 52.5% had a graduate
degree as their highest level of education. Of the four community consultations,
the Edmonton session had the most participants attend (n = 58), followed by
Calgary (n = 29).
doi: 10.3138/cjpe.70920
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QUANTITATIVE PHASE: ECNA TOOL
Instrument development and implementation
Te ECNA tool was developed in three phases (see El Hassar et al., 2021). In the
frst phase, a literature review with a specifc focus on ECB theories and tools
(e.g., Taylor-Ritzler et al., 2013) informed the identifcation of scales and drafing
of items. In the second phase, an expert review was conducted by purposefully
selecting ECN community partners and members from governance committees
for their expertise to assess content relevancy for measuring evaluation capacity
constructs, contextual appropriateness for the early childhood development feld,
and language clarity. In the fnal phase, the survey refnement involved a fnal
review of the revisions by the expert panel.
Te ECNA tool originally had three sections with a total of 75 items. Te frst
section had 42 items that assessed an individual’s evaluation capacity (e.g., such
as knowledge, skills, and motivations associated with evaluation). Te second
section had 33 items measuring organizational evaluation capacity (e.g., perceptions of an organization’s attitude toward evaluation, the resources invested in
evaluation). Items were rated using a four-point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to
4 = Strongly Agree). Te third section of the tool included demographic information (e.g., age, gender, job title). Te ECNA tool was administered online over a
period of four weeks during Winter 2016 using FluidSurveys (2015).

Exploratory factor analysis procedures, structures, and
relationships
Te data analysis was conducted in two stages. First, to understand the structure
of the survey items, we conducted exploratory factor analysis including principal
component analysis, as a data-reduction method, followed by a common factor
analysis examining the underlying factor pattern (Floyd & Widaman, 1995).
Cattell’s scree test, which revealed a three-factor solution for individual evaluation capacity and a three-factor model for organizational evaluation capacity,
explained the majority of the variance (51.2% and 63.8% successively). Afer principal component analysis, we conducted common factor analyses of this possible
solution using principal axis factoring with an oblique rotation (i.e., Oblimin).
Overall, six factors emerged from the ECNA tool data that measure individual and organizational evaluation capacity. We assessed the factor structure
of each ECNA domain (individual evaluation capacity, organizational evaluation
capacity) separately. For both domains, a three-factor solution ft the data best, as
it provided a simple structure and explained most of the variance accounted for in
each model (three-factor individual evaluation capacity model = 51.4% of the variance explained; three-factor organizational evaluation capacity model = 64.9% of
the variance explained).
Tere were 22 items from the original scale that converged into three distinct
individual-level factors. Table 2 presents these items and the individual factor loadings based on the exploratory factor analysis described above. Te frst
© 2022 CJPE 36.3, 287–315
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Table 2. Exploratory Factor Analysis Model: Individual Evaluation Capacity

Items
1. I think evaluation is important
for making improvements in my
organization.
2. I think evaluation can be useful in
determining the efectiveness of
my organization.
3. I think evaluation fndings can
be benefcial to my sponsor(s)/
funder(s).
4. I think evaluation can improve
transparency in an organization.
5. I would be concerned if an
organization doesn't evaluate its
activities.
6. I have an ethical responsibility
to participate in evaluation as
needed.
7. I think it is important that
staf members get involved in
evaluation.
8. I think evaluation creates
unnecessary additional workload.
9. I often seek out professional
development opportunities related
to evaluation.
10. I think time spent on evaluation is
justifed.
11. I think internal allocation of
funding for an evaluation is
justifed.
12. I think credentialed training (e.g.,
course, certifcate, diploma) in
evaluation is important.
13. I think non-credentialed training
(e.g., webinar, coaching) in
evaluation is important.
14. I think external funding for an
evaluation is justifed.
15. I know what skills to look for in an
external evaluator.

Individual
attitude
toward
evaluation

Individual
motivation to
conduct and
use evaluations

Individual
evaluation
skills

α = 0.66

α = 0.82

α = 0.86

0.60

0.66

0.38

0.78
0.59

0.71

0.65

−0.40
0.35

0.61
0.62

0.41

0.58

0.43
0.70
(Continued)
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Table 2. (Continued)

Items
16. I am open to learning the
necessary skills myself for
conducting an evaluation.
17. I am open to staf being provided
with the opportunities to learn the
skills necessary in evaluation.
18. I have the skills to oversee an
external evaluator.
19. I am open to adopting new ideas
in my day-to-day activities based
on evaluation fndings.
20. I know how to use evaluation
fndings in decision-making.
21. I know how to make organizational
level changes based on evaluation
fndings.
22. I am open to adopting new
practices or processes based on
evaluation fndings.

Individual
attitude
toward
evaluation

Individual
motivation to
conduct and
use evaluations

Individual
evaluation
skills

α = 0.66

α = 0.82

α = 0.86

0.54

0.65

0.85
0.52

0.78
0.81

0.54

Note. N = 101. α = Cronbach’s alpha.

individual factor, individual attitude toward evaluation (e.g., individuals’ willingness to invest their own time and resources in evaluation activities; 10 items), had
loadings ranging from 0.40 to 0.69, which explained 29.7% of the total variance.
Te second factor, individual motivation to conduct and use evaluations (e.g., individual willingness to participate in evaluation and positively perceive the role
of evaluation for various purposes; 7 items), had loadings ranging from 0.38 to
0.78 and explained an additional 11.6% of the total variance. Te third individual
factor, individual evaluation skills (e.g., self-reported skills for conducting evaluations and using evaluation results; 5 items), had loadings ranging from 0.34 to 0.85
and explained 10.2% of the total variance. All three individual evaluation capacity
factors had acceptable alpha coefcients ranging from 0.66 to 0.86 (see Table 2).
Tere were 23 items from the original scale that converged into three distinct
organizational-level factors. Table 3 presents these items and the organizational
factor they loaded onto based on the exploratory factor analysis described above.
Te frst organizational factor, organizational culture (e.g., how an organization’s
environment enables evaluative thinking and collaboration; 9 items), had loadings ranging from 0.69 to 0.83 and explained 44.5% of the variance. Te second
© 2022 CJPE 36.3, 287–315
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Table 3. Exploratory factor analysis model: Organizational capacity

Items

Organizational
culture

Organizational
commitment to
evaluation

Organizational
leadership

α = 0.91

α = 0.93

α = 0.86

My organization ...
1. Encourages staf to
express their opinions.
2. Involves staf when
making long-term
plans.
3. Gives staf the
opportunity to refect
on organizational goals.
4. Provides professional
development
opportunities.
5. Provides opportunities
for learning evaluation
skills.
6. Reviews its mission,
vision, and values with
staf.
7. Creates opportunities
to share evaluation
fndings.
8. Communicates about
the importance of
evaluation.
9. Dedicates funds to
conduct an evaluation.
10. Has the technological
capabilities (e.g.,
computers, software) to
conduct an evaluation.
11. Partners with external
stakeholders/partners
to help with evaluation
needs.
12. Dedicates funds
to ensure ongoing
evaluation.
13. Has resources in place
to undertake evaluation
on an ongoing basis.

0.71
0.69

0.77

0.72

0.72

0.62

0.75

0.83

0.62
0.65

0.68

0.89

0.89

(Continued)
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Table 3. (Continued)

Items

Organizational
culture

Organizational
commitment to
evaluation

Organizational
leadership

α = 0.91

α = 0.93

α = 0.86

14. Involves external
stakeholders in the
evaluation process.
15. Uses evaluation
fndings for external
accountability.
16. Has the commitment
from external
stakeholders to
ensure evaluation
sustainability.

0.83

0.69

−0.84

The leadership of my organization ...
17. Is open to new ideas.
18. Is able to take risks
in order to improve
services.
19. Resolves inter-personal
conficts in a positive
manner.
20. Encourages staf to be
respectful of the needs
of diverse populations
(e.g., ethnicity,
disability).
21. Celebrates
staf members’
achievements.
22. Promotes evaluative
thinking.
23. Has the skills necessary
to undertake an
evaluation.

0.66
0.58

0.65

0.81

0.60

0.57
0.58

Note. N = 101. α = Cronbach’s alpha.

organizational factor, organizational commitment to evaluation (e.g., the availability of resources and expertise needed to support evaluation in an organization; 9 items), had loadings ranging between 0.57 and 0.89, which explained an
additional 14.8% of the variance. Te third organizational factor, organizational
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leadership (e.g., leaders exhibiting openness to ideas, encouraging risk taking,
and promoting evaluative thinking; 5 items), had loadings ranging from 0.58 and
0.81 and explained an additional 6.9% of the variance. All three organizational
evaluation capacity factors had good internal consistency, with Cronbach’s alpha
ranging between 0.86 and 0.93 (see Table 3).
Tese fndings support the existing theoretical understanding of key resources,
practices, and processes that are required at both the individual and organizational
levels to build evaluation capacity (e.g., Labin et al., 2012).
In the second stage, to determine any statistically signifcant relationships
among the individual and organizational factors, we assessed the zero-order Pearson product-moment correlations among the ECNA factors. Correlation analysis
results are presented in Table 4. An examination of the correlations among and between individual and organizational factors revealed seven statistically signifcant
relationships. Of these seven, three were among the individual evaluation factors.
Individual attitude toward evaluation was positively and moderately associated
with individual motivation to conduct and use evaluation (r = 0.29, p < 0.05) and
individual evaluation skills (r = 0.36, p < 0.001). Individual motivation to conduct
and use evaluation was also positively and moderately associated with individual
evaluation skills (r = 0.54, p < 0.001).
Two signifcant relationships were among the organizational evaluation capacity factors, with organizational culture positively and moderately associated
with organizational commitment to evaluation (r = 0.42, p < 0.001) and organizational leadership (r = 0.34, p < 0.05). Finally, there were two signifcant relationships among the individual and organizational evaluation factors. Tere was a
positive and moderate association between organizational commitment to evaluation and individual motivation to conduct and use evaluation (r = 0.37, p < 0.001)
and individual evaluation skills (r = 0.37, p < 0.001).

Table 4. Inter-factor correlations among individual and organizational factors
1
Individual evaluation factors
Individual attitude toward evaluation
Individual motivation to conduct
and use evaluations
Individual Evaluation Skills
Organizational evaluation factors
Organizational culture
Organizational commitment to
evaluation
Organizational leadership

2

3

4

5

0.29*

-

0.36**

0.54**

-

0.22
0.37**

0.032
0.37**

0.42**

-

0.02

0.34*

0.09

−0.07
0.16
0.21

−0.02

Notes. Pearson correlation coefcients. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01 level. Listwise N = 53.

doi: 10.3138/cjpe.70920

CJPE 36.3, 287–315

© 2022

300

Gokiert et al.

QUALITATIVE PHASE: COMMUNITY CONSULTATIONS
Consultation protocol development and implementation
Te purpose of the community consultations was to engage stakeholders in discussing their evaluation needs and assets. Te community consultations involved
a dynamic facilitation team to develop and implement the consultation protocol
(see Gokiert et al., 2017 for a more detailed description of the facilitation process
and team). Prior to the consultations, the ECNA tool (described in the section
above) and a stimulus paper were sent to all participants to provide a common
background for the consultation (see ECN, 2015).
Each of the four community consultations was held in a diferent location
across the province and led by a primary moderator supported by several cofacilitators that worked with participants throughout the full-day consultation
(e.g., to support small group work, takes notes, report back to the larger group).
We used a combination of small- and larger-table discussions, group plenaries
(e.g., a discussion with all participants in attendance), a world café (e.g., a method
to host a large-group dialogue based on integrated design principles; http://www.
theworldcafe.com/), and a design thinking challenge (e.g., participants working
through a solution-focused approach to understand a problem and work to address this problem with alternative strategies/solutions; Stanford University, 2017)
to engage participants.
To engage participants authentically in conversations, we relied heavily on
pre-existing and trusting relationships with pivotal stakeholders and organizations
across the province (developed over the past decade of the Community-University
Partnership’s history). For example, one of the partners in the ECN (Te Muttart
Foundation), was able to give us advice on how to engage participants in the community consultations because they had previously engaged the early childhood
development sector (from Alberta and Saskatchewan) in discussions to determine
a system of early learning and care (Muttart Foundation, 2013). With their guidance, we recruited facilitators in each region the consultations were held, as they
had the relationships necessary to increase the likelihood that stakeholders would
participate. Te information generated during the consultations was captured on
worksheets given to stakeholders at the start of the day, as well as through documentation by facilitators and sticky notes during some of the group activities.

Thematic analysis procedures and descriptions
A thematic analysis approach was undertaken in four steps (Braun & Clarke,
2012). First, to manage and become familiar with the data, we reviewed the worksheets, documents, sticky notes, and facilitator notes generated by the four community consultations. Second, to create an initial coding framework, we described
the common ideas we were seeing across the various formats and discussed any
overlaps to revise our coding framework. Tird, our team of researchers applied
the coding framework developed. In the fnal step, the research team categorized
codes into sub-themes and then grouped the sub-themes into main themes. Tis
resulted in the identifcation of three main themes and nine sub-themes, which
© 2022 CJPE 36.3, 287–315
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Enabling
organizational
environment for
evaluation

On-the-job
training

Strategies for
enhancing
individual skills

Learning
orientation

Communication
mechanisms

Resource
commitments

Formal
evaluation
training

Mentorship and
support

Evaluation
learning
resources

Sub-theme

Main theme

Organizations need communication mechanisms
(e.g., collaborative refection processes) to
share data and learnings from data that can
support organizational decision-making.
Organizations should focus their evaluations
on learning and improvement to enhance
programs and practices and share evaluation
fndings in a transparent way.

Being able to work with experts and peers
who can ofer mentorship and support to
stakeholders to help them navigate evaluation
theory in their everyday practice.
Have post-secondary institutions play a role
in preparing emerging early childhood
professionals with the skills needed to conduct
and use evaluation.
Adequate resources are needed (e.g., fnances,
time) in order for stakeholders to do
evaluation well.

Opportunities to develop the practical skills
needed to do and use evaluation to do their
work better.
Create a trusted repository of evaluation and
capacity building tools to draw upon for
guidance.

Defnition

Table 5. Thematic analysis fndings: Main themes and sub-themes
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(Continued)

“[We need] philosophical change, to be able to
report failures and learning's.”

“[We] need time to refect on evaluation results in
purposeful ways and time to collaborate and
plan for change as a result of evaluation, as well
as access to resources (time, money, experts,
materials, etc.) to support change.”
“[We need] communication loops to feedback
information learned from the evaluations.”

“[We need to] build a culture of evaluation in our
post-secondary institutions. Creating this culture
will change the overall culture in this industry.”

“[We need] training! So it's not just going to be
more paperwork but a meaningful practice to
support the workforce, families and children.”
“[We need] a collection of tools. Develop some kind
of repository of possible measures/indicators
for various high level outcomes and tips on
developing good questions to ask to get various
answers”
“[We need a] mentor/navigator to guide us to
resources and through our process. This would
build capacity at the grassroots level.”

Illustrative Quote
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Bridging
Individual and
Organizational
capacity

Collaboration
within
and across
organizations

Collective
engagement

Engage individuals across organizations (e.g.,
from frontline to leadership) to help evaluation
become more meaningful to staf working in
various areas within an organization.
Stakeholders can beneft from collaboration
across the feld because this can enhance
individual capacity to do evaluation and
support an organization’s evaluation culture.

“[There is a need for] continuing opportunities
to engage in genuine conversation/extending
discussions to other staf members in the
organization and collecting the fndings.”
“[We need] ongoing collaboration and
opportunities to share information, motivate,
guide and build capacity.”

Main theme

Illustrative Quote

Table 5. (Continued)

Defnition
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were reviewed by ECN organizational groups for their relevance (see Table 5 for a
summary of the thematic analysis results where we identify the main themes/subthemes, defne the sub-themes, and provide illustrative quotes for each sub-theme).
Te three main themes that emerged aligned with the factor structure uncovered for our ECNA tool (which measures two domains of evaluation capacity:
individual and organizational) and the signifcant associations found between individual and organizational factors of the ECNA tool. Te three themes that
emerged to enhance ECB in the early childhood feld were strategies for enhancing
individual skills, enabling organizational environments for evaluation, and bridging
individual and organizational capacity. When we discuss our mixed insights later
in this article, we provide more details about the qualitative results to make connections to our quantitative results.

INTEGRATION PROCEDURE: QUANTITATIVE-DRIVEN CROSSOVER MIXED ANALYSIS
To generate the mixed insights, we frst had to generate integrated fndings from
the comparison of the quantitative results and qualitative themes via a quantitative dominant crossover mixed analysis (Onwuegbuzie & Hitchcock, 2015). Our
prioritizing of the statistically signifcant quantitative correlations was necessary
to address our research question focused on explaining the quantitative with the
qualitative data. Figure 2 represents the areas of convergence where the seven
statistically signifcant correlations were used as the organizational framework
on which to integrate the qualitative themes. Tis process was conducted through
analytical meetings among the authors to discuss the emerging understandings
of early childhood development leaders’ perspectives about evaluation capacity within their feld. In this way, the analysis was an iterative process, moving
between the qualitative and quantitative data until we reached three mixed insights. Key among our validation eforts was the use of indicators for interpreting
statistical signifcance (Table 4), a thematic coding guide for use across multiple
qualitative coders (Table 5), and visual plotting of the generation of mixed insights
(Figure 2).

INTEGRATED FINDINGS
Te presentation of the integrated fndings is organized by the three mixed insights to address our research question: To what extent and how can the community consultations explain the practical capacity needs by the signifcant
correlations among factors revealed by the analysis of the ECNA? For each mixed
insight, we provide an introduction and present the integrated fnding informed
by intersections between our quantitative and qualitative fndings. Te results
for our separate quantitative and qualitative phases have already been presented
in the previous sections in this paper. It was important to showcase our fndings
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Figure 2. Integration fgure
Note. In this fgure, ‘Statistically Signifcant Relationships’ (1–7) represent the signifcant relationships found in the correlational analysis: 1 = Individual attitude toward evaluation and Individual
motivation to conduct and use evaluation, 2 = Individual attitude toward evaluation and
Individual evaluation skills, 3 = Individual motivation to conduct and use evaluation and Individual
evaluation skills, 4 = Organizational commitment to evaluation and Organizational culture, 5 =
Organizational culture and Organizational leadership, 6 = Organizational commitment to evaluation
and Individual motivation to conduct and use evaluation, and 7 = Organizational commitment to evaluation and Individual evaluation skills.

following the design phases of our MMCBPR, ending with the integration and
three mixed insights below.

Mixed insight 1: Need for skills-based training
Our frst mixed insight relates the infuence of skills-based training on individual
perceptions of evaluation within the early childhood feld. Specifcally, skillsbased training that occurs on the job or formally within institutional structures
enhances individual perceptions of the importance of evaluation. Several strategies on how to enhance individual evaluation skills and buy-in were shared in
the consultations that help us to understand the signifcant factor relationships.
First, a strong, positive correlation between individual evaluation skills and individual motivation to conduct and use evaluations (r = 0.54, p < 0.001) was found.
Evaluation-specifc training was seen as necessary to address an individual’s skills
gap with one stakeholder saying, “[training and tools] that provide the necessary
information can be used by people not formally trained in evaluation.” Participants also highlighted that training needed to be both accessible and user-friendly.
Tey further described the importance of applied training for their motivation
in using evaluation in their work to meaningfully beneft those served by early
childhood organizations. For example, one participant stated that “there is a need
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for training in evaluation, what it is, how to focus it on real needs, interpretation
of the evaluation and how to use it to move forward.”
Second, individual evaluation skills and attitude toward evaluation factors
were also moderately correlated (r = 0.36, p < 0.001). Stakeholders discussed
wanting a trusted repository of evaluation and capacity building tools and access
to evaluation education to draw upon for guidance. As one stakeholder said, “[We
need] a website, webinars, [a] storehouse—a single point of access for all things
evaluation.” Examples of desired content included tips for developing good questions and “how-to” guides for choosing and conducting evaluation methods. To
build evaluation capacity across the early childhood feld, stakeholders discussed
the importance of creating evaluation-related educational opportunities in postsecondary institutions. Stakeholders described building the evaluative knowledge
and skills of new graduates, as necessary preparation to enter the professional
feld, in which they would be required to have some level of capacity to do and
use evaluation. One stakeholder said, “[We need to] build a culture of evaluation
in our post-secondary institutions. Creating this culture will change the overall
culture in this industry.” Stakeholders felt post-secondary institutions also had a
role to play in preparing emerging early childhood professionals with the skills
needed to conduct and use evaluation.
Finally, the individual attitude toward evaluation and individual motivation
to conduct and use evaluation factors were also moderately correlated (r = 0.29,
p < 0.001). Stakeholders discussed needing mentorship and support (from experts and peers), to facilitate their learning around evaluation. One participant
suggested that the feld would beneft from “evaluation doulas,” while additional
participants expanded on this to say, “we need coaches that can bridge theory to
practice” and “mentors and navigators to guide us to resources and throughout
our evaluation process.” Although training was helpful for building capacity, some
stakeholders shared that they ofen struggled to apply concepts learned in training
once they were back in the workplace. Tey felt that support and mentorship from
“pedagogical coaches” or through a peer-to-peer support model would help them
better navigate evaluation theory in their everyday practice.

Mixed insight 2: Need for diverse investments
Our second mixed insight relates to how diverse investments can enhance organizational learning culture. An investment in adequate resources, communication
mechanisms, and a learning orientation that were shared through the community consultations help to explain the moderate and positive correlation between
the organizational commitment to evaluation and organizational culture factors
(r = 0.42, p < 0.001) and the organizational culture and organizational leadership
factors (r = 0.34, p < 0.05).
Stakeholders discussed the need for adequate resources (e.g., fnances, time)
to do evaluation well. One said, “My sense is that there is great interest among
the leadership in this feld to do good and meaningful evaluation. I think we
may need to be provided with good resources and support in order to do this.”
doi: 10.3138/cjpe.70920
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Discussing the importance of funding as critical to creating an evaluative culture,
another stakeholder said, “Evaluation needs to be embedded in the culture of the
organizations. It needs to be funded, it needs to be recognized as an integral part
of a program.” In addition to fnancial resources, the need for sufcient time to do
and use evaluation in meaningful ways was frequently mentioned by stakeholders,
and through additional resourcing, several stakeholders felt it might be useful to
create internal staf positions dedicated to evaluation. Stakeholders also discussed
the need for communication mechanisms within an organization so that data,
and the learning that derives from those data, are shared with all staf and can be
used efectively to support decision making. One stakeholder said, “[We need]
mechanisms to communicate results and impact ofen and in a way that everyone
can get results.” A diferent stakeholder felt this was part of a collective refection process to generate meaning: “[We need] time to refect together . . . regular
meetings [or] gatherings to share and question what indicators mean [and] what
practices illustrate the indicators.”
Stakeholders discussed the need for evaluation to be focused on learning
and improvement in order to enhance programs and practices. One stakeholder
referred to this as the need for a “culture of curiosity and learning.” Some stakeholders felt this learning orientation was dependent on being able to share evaluation fndings in an open and honest way. As one stakeholder refected, “We need
to establish a culture where less than 100% achievement is acceptable. If agencies
believe that less than 100% would jeopardize their funding, they will be less than
willing to be honest.” A learning orientation therefore went beyond only an organizational level and highlighted the need for a broader culture of transparency
within the early childhood system.

Mixed insight 3: Cultivating mutually supportive engagement
and collaboration
Our third mixed insight relates to the infuence of potential interdependencies to
create synergies between organizations and individuals—specifcally, that cultivating mutually supportive engagement and collaboration can create reciprocal
benefts for organizational evaluation culture and individual evaluation capacity.
Of the nine possible relationships between individual and organizational factors,
only two were found to be statistically signifcant (see Table 4). Te organizational
commitment to evaluation and individual motivation to conduct and use evaluations factors were moderately correlated (r = 0.37, p < 0.001). During the community consultations, stakeholders discussed how collaboration across organizations
within the early childhood development feld could enhance individual capacity
and support an organization’s evaluation culture. One stakeholder referred to the
need to “Encourage collaboration among various stakeholders. Evaluation work
is complex and collaboration among stakeholders can make sure the best use of
resources is available and address challenges efectively.” Te ways in which stakeholders spoke about collaboration refected somewhat of a systems approach to
evaluation capacity building. As one stakeholder said, “A broad based long-term
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strategy is needed to change the culture around evaluation and to build capacity
within the feld.”
Te other signifcant association between individual and organizational factors was also moderate between the organizational commitment to evaluation and
individual evaluation skills factors (r = 0.37, p < 0.001). Across the community
consultations, stakeholders discussed how engagement of individuals across an
organization, from frontline staf through to leadership, could enhance individual
capacity while also supporting the organization’s evaluation culture. Discussing the
evaluative process, one stakeholder felt it would be benefcial to “create groups that
include people from diferent levels (vertical committees with representation from
across organizations).” Trough engagement, evaluation could become more meaningful to staf working in various areas within an organization. As one stakeholder
said, “[We need to] create opportunities and processes for [everyone] to participate.
If all [staf] are engaged they are more likely to implement changes and buy-in.”

DISCUSSION
In the discussion section we will situate each of the mixed insights within the
current literature to highlight the unique contributions of our integrated fndings.
Specifcally, we highlight how the mixed insights contribute to our understanding
of evaluation capacity in the early childhood feld. We also ofer practical guidance that we believe this study provides when it comes to the use of MMCBPR
designs in the study of complex phenomena and/or in complex contexts, like the
early childhood feld.

Skills-based training enhances individual evaluation perceptions
Integrated fndings for our frst mixed insight highlighted the impact of experiential learning for preparing evaluators for real-world practice in conducting
and using evaluation (Labin et al., 2012). Furthermore, experiential learning can
increase an individual’s motivation for evaluation and an appreciation of the value
it can have in their day-to-day work (Taut, 2007). Teories of experiential learning
also highlight the importance of immersing a learner in the experience to hone
existing skills and/or build new ones (Kelly & Kaczynski, 2008).
Te focus of our frst mixed insight suggests that leaders in the early childhood feld see skills-based training as a means of shifing individual thinking
toward evaluation. Bakken and colleagues (2014) have referred to this recognition
as a “cognitive shif” toward the importance of evaluation (p. 580). Tey found
that as employees participated in evaluations, their commitment to evaluation was
improved. Individual learning, through professional development opportunities
such as training and mentorship, and access to resources, is therefore a priority
to enhance the level of meaning that evaluation holds for individuals within their
organizational context (e.g., Labin et al., 2012). Our study adds to the current understandings because skill-based learning at the individual level may also enhance
the perceived importance of evaluation for the progress of an entire feld, such as
doi: 10.3138/cjpe.70920
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the early childhood development feld. Extensive literature supports our fndings
related to the signifcant relationships among individual capacity factors stating
the importance of building evaluation skills to infuence the ability to do and use
evaluations (e.g., King, 2020). Obtaining evaluation skills may improve individuals’ willingness to spend their time on evaluation activities. Tis willingness to
invest in evaluation may refect their motivation, which is an important aspect of
conducting and especially using evaluations (e.g., Bakken et al. ).

Investments enhance organizational learning culture
Tere is wide agreement in the literature that the availability (and dedication) of
evaluation-specifc resources is essential for quality evaluation to occur (e.g., Cousins et al., 2014). Taylor-Ritzler and colleagues (2013) also found organizational
climate and organizational resources to be signifcantly correlated, and Labin and
colleagues (2012) found that resources and skills are key elements that enable organizations to conduct and use evaluations. Communication mechanisms can also
come in multiple forms and can be viewed as fundamental for sharing and using
the information that derives from evaluation (Preskill & Boyle, 2008b).
In terms of the importance of a learning orientation for enhancing organizational evaluation culture, Nielsen et al. (2011) have proposed that evaluation is just
one of several ways to generate knowledge to inform decision making within an
organization. A strong evaluation culture might therefore be refective of a broader
culture of learning within an organization (Cousins et al., 2004). When an organization has a broader culture of learning, it is better positioned to support evaluation
eforts and integrate evaluation as a method for knowledge production. Developing
an organizational learning orientation is therefore a pillar of ECB eforts, in order
to “cultivate a spirit of continuous organizational learning, improvement, and accountability” (King & Volkov, 2005, p. 11). ECB eforts are more likely to succeed
if an organization has a culture in which individuals have developed trusting relationships, they can learn and take risks together (Preskill & Boyle, 2008b).
Te focus of our second mixed insight on highlighting the need for adequate
resource investment, communication mechanisms, and a learning orientation for
enhancing evaluation capacity is not a new concept. What our study adds is the organizational evaluation synergy created by adequate resourcing, communication
and learning, and the role leaders can play. We already recognized that, together,
resources and feedback mechanisms contribute to an enabling environment for
organizations to commit to conducting and using evaluation (e.g., Cheng & King,
2016). Organizational commitment to evaluation may refect the organization’s
overall attitude toward evaluation—especially leadership. Leaders and organizational culture also infuence each other, in a relationship that is complex and likely
bidirectional. Leaders in hierarchical organizations are likely to have a stronger
infuence than less hierarchical organizations (e.g., Lamm & Israel, 2011). However, an established organizational culture can also infuence who becomes its
leader (Schein, 2010), which will afect the trajectory of its cultural change. It is
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important to note that other factors, such as the organization’s experience with
evaluation, its previous leadership and context, may infuence how leaders and
established organizational cultures infuence one another (e.g., Schein, 2010).
Organizations that see value in conducting evaluation will likely invest resources,
making it possible for the staf to undertake those eforts. In fact, the evaluation
capacity literature overwhelmingly emphasizes the importance of resources to
support and sustain evaluation eforts (e.g., King, 2020).

Collaborations enhance reciprocal benefts
Similarly, Labin and colleagues (2012) identify collaboration as a critical element
in building evaluation capacity in their empirical synthesis. Specifcally, they
highlighted organizations committing to and investing in evaluation to create possibilities for their employees to access evaluation-specifc learning opportunities
that can lead to improvements in their skills. Collaboration provides a mechanism
for enhancing the likelihood that external cultures can be supportive of and conducive to internal organizational evaluation cultures. For example, partnerships
between organizations and their funders are an important way to foster mutually
supportive relationships (Labin et al., 2012).
Te focus of our third mixed insight on highlighting the value of mutually
supportive engagement and collaboration for enhancing ECB is not a new concept
either. What our study adds is a focus on an overall organizational intentionality
that builds upon the evaluation approaches that have emerged over the past two
decades with a common focus on engaging individuals to enhance use of the
evaluation fndings and process for learning, such as those that fall under the
umbrella of participatory, collaborative, and stakeholder-driven (e.g., RodríguezCampos & Rincones-Gómez, 2012). Engaging individuals within an organization
in the evaluation process through direct participation can result in the acquisition of evaluation skills and the capacity for self-critique and self-determination
(Cousins et al., 2004). Furthermore, engagement can enhance an organizational
culture by creating an environment in which individuals feel they can contribute
to learning and decision-making processes of their organization. In addition to
a supportive internal environment, evaluation capacity-building eforts are also
aided by a supportive external culture (King & Volkov, 2005).
While an increase in individuals’ evaluation skills will likely increase the ability
to do and use evaluation, this relationship is far more complicated than it seems.
Te required skills difer according to their type (whether they involve doing or
using evaluation) and by one’s role in the organization (Cheng & King, 2016). Tis
is especially true if the goal is to build a culture of evaluation and evaluative thinking, which requires skills at a high level of cognition (Buckley et al., 2015). Tis
means that the types of strategies and the time required will be diferent from those
involved in building technical skills. Studying the directionality of this relationship
and the specifc strategies and their outcomes at the individual and organizational
level is an area that still requires investigation (e.g., El Hassar et al., 2021).
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Practical guidance for MM CBPR design use
We have provided practical guidance in three areas. First, we provided a rich
description of the context in which this MMCBPR study took place. Evaluation
contexts such as the early childhood feld, which is undeniably complex as many
systems intersect to support young children, are sites where MM research can help
us better understand these complex contexts and phenomena under investigation,
especially when conducted with and by the very stakeholders that the study will
impact. Second, methodological and procedural adaptations are necessary under
complex conditions to be authentic in our account. For our study, the ECN partnership worked collaboratively through the core research and steering committees
to develop and implement the quantitative tool and develop the engagement strategy that was used and adapted for each community consultation. Te community
consultations, perhaps required the most signifcant adaptation to be responsive
to the needs of the community (e.g., working alongside key community leaders to
identify who to engage, the location that they should be engaged—a conference
centre in an urban context vs. the library or church in a smaller rural setting).
Finally, we explicitly shared the integration of both quantitative and qualitative
data to generate mixed insights.
With few examples to guide the use of complex evaluations, our study makes
an important contribution with detailed descriptions of our integration strategy
and representations of our integration evidence. Te lack of MMCBPR examples
is likely due to these types of complex study designs only starting to be used more,
since their inception (e.g., Jones et al., 2020). Hopefully, as time goes on, we will
see more researchers and evaluators adopt more complex research designs when
called for and illustrative examples like we have provided can help guide these efforts. Jones et al. (2020) have also recently reviewed the use of MMCBPR research
applications in the mental health feld and ofered recommendations to help improve the intersection of MM research and CBPR in health studies, in a way that
keeps the needs and strengths of our communities at the forefront of our work.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
Tis study has a couple of key limitations. Te frst is specifc to the factor analysis
conducted for the ECNA tool. For this study, we conducted only an exploratory
factor analysis, due to the size of our sample (N = 101). Best practice would have
been to use a portion of our sample to conduct the exploratory factor analysis and
then run a confrmatory factor analysis with the remaining sample. Our sample
size did not allow for this (with confdence in the results). However, since the
time of the study we were able to recruit more participants to complete the ECNA
tool and were able to conduct a confrmatory factor analysis with confdence (see
El Hassar, 2019; El Hassar et al., 2021). Tese analyses confrmed the six-factor
structure we found in this study for the ECNA tool (see El Hassar, 2019 for more
details). Another limitation is that we describe only how the signifcant relationships among and between individual and organizational ECNA factors were
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connected to the qualitative thematic fndings. We acknowledge that investigating non-convergence can be useful, and this is an area of future exploration and
reporting that our team will undertake.
Our study was also purposefully context-specifc. Participants were from the
Alberta early childhood development sector, but fndings about their ECB needs
(individually, organizationally, mixed) may still have transferability across other
early childhood sectors in Canada. Our ECN partners reviewed our fndings, and
some partners who represent the early childhood development sector in other
provinces felt that these results resonated for their contexts as well. Additionally, a
report released by the Ontario Nonproft Network reported similar fndings when
it comes to the evaluation capacity needs of the social sector more broadly (e.g.,
need for individual training opportunities, need for organizational leadership to
support the organizational culture of evaluation and support individual’s eforts
to build their evaluation capacity; Ontario Nonproft Network, 2018).
Finally, as a focus of future research, it will be important to determine if this
MMCBPR study, which aimed to understand and enhance the evaluation capacity of the early childhood sector, has done just that. Using the same approach,
we could perhaps assess how stakeholders or organizations work to build and
sustain their evaluation capacity over time. We need to better understand how
we can track improvements in evaluation capacity over time and what elements
help individuals and organizations hold onto these evaluation skills and abilities
over time. Nakaima and Sridharan (2020) specifcally speak to the need for clearer
metrics to defne progress in capacity-building eforts, for example, measures that
can assess an organization’s long-term commitment to evaluation capacity.
Tis study provides an in-depth illustrative example of how a convergent
MMCBPR design helped us gain new and richer knowledge about the evaluation
capacity needs of the early childhood sector in our province and supported the
development of an ECB agenda. Tese learnings have helped us move the collaborative eforts of the ECN forward and guide us toward our next steps for our
partnership work and research. Areas of focus include developing and studying
the most efective ways to build evaluation capacity, through formal and informal
learning opportunities such as coaching and mentorship, experiential learning,
workshops, webinars, evaluation labs for organizations, and formal credit learning in partnership with academic institutions. Trough this article, we have also
illustrated how to go beyond the use of MM to actively work on integrating
fndings from these diferent methods to make conclusions and develop new
knowledge.
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