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EFFORTS TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT EVALUATIONS: AN ASSESSMENT1 By Thomaz K. Chianca2 Evaluation has been intertwined with international aid work since its inception in the late 40'searly 50's, but it is still an area with considerable room for improvement and, by its very nature, demands it. If, as is often alleged, evaluations of international development efforts are methodologically weak they are misleading international agencies about the real impact of the sizable amount of resources being spent. A number of efforts to improve this situation have been put in place. Some of them have greater focus on methodological solutions and push for the development of more rigorous impact evaluations using experimental or quasi-experimental designs. Other efforts, while maintaining perspective on the importance of adopting more rigorous evaluation methods, have instead prioritized the establishment of principles and standards to guide and improve evaluation practice. Studies involving thorough analysis of the main efforts to improve international aid evaluation are scarce and this paper aims at being a contribution to this area.



In 2005, the equivalent of 106 billion U.S. dollars from affluent countries was officially devoted to aid to developing countries (United Nations 2006). Each year, approximately 165 U.S.-based International Non-Governmental Organizations (INGOs), members of the American Council for Voluntary Action (InterAction), mobilize more than $4 billion, just from private donors, in additional aid contributions (InterAction 2007). These funds are used to support and/or implement development, relief, or advocacy initiatives in every developing country in the world. Donors pose hard questions about how their substantial investments are used. They want to know whether their contributions are meeting the needs of the people in the recipient countries. They want to be certain appropriate measures are being taken to ensure those resources are been used with probity and with the most possible efficient means. Solid evaluation
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policies and practice are, undoubtedly, a main strategy to providing acceptable and consistent answers to these important questions. Even though evaluation has been intertwined with international aid work since its inception in the late 40’s-early 50’s, it is an area that has room for improvement and, by its very nature, demands it. However, the quality of evaluations in development aid has been considered by scholars and practitioners quite disappointing overall. Some have argued that evaluations of international development efforts are methodologically weak and, therefore, are not providing reliable information that can help improve the work done by donor agencies and determine the impact of the resources being spent (Clements 2005a; Leading Edge Group 2007; Savedoff et al. 2006). The Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action (ALNAP) has conducted four annual independent meta-evaluations (2001-04) regarding the quality of samples of evaluations of humanitarian responses from its members. ALNAP has found that, even though improvements have gradually occurred overtime and that evaluation has become more deeply integrated in the sector, “the quality of the evaluations themselves still leaves much to be desired” (ALNAP 2006, p. 3). The literature contains studies showing mixed results in terms of the quality and usefulness of evaluations of INGO interventions. Four publicly available studies commissioned by CARE International of samples of evaluation reports of projects supported by that agency throughout the world, the CARE Meta-Evaluations of Goal Achievement (MEGA), are good examples. The independent evaluators responsible for the studies indicated that, overall, a great proportion of the evaluations reviewed lacked rigorous designs and focused primarily in measuring projects’ outputs rather than impacts or outcomes (Goldenberg 2001, p. 1; Goldenberg 2003, p. 8; Russon 2005, pp. 1-3; Rugh 2007, pp. 3-4). There was, however, clear evidence of increasing improvements overtime in the quality of the assessed evaluations. Their perceptions corroborate findings from Kruse et al. (1997) from their study Thomaz K. Chianca, COMEA Communication and Evaluation Ltd.; Sept 2008
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involving the review of 60 reports of 240 projects conducted in 26 developing countries: … in spite of growing interest in evaluation and growing numbers of evaluation studies, there is still a lack of firm and reliable evidence on the impact of NGO development projects and programmes. Most impact assessments rely on qualitative data and judgements and most are undertaken very rapidly. The majority have [sic] been content to report on and record outputs achieved and not outcomes achieved, or broader impact (p. 7). A study by Chianca with a sample of 50 U.S.-based INGOs (Chianca 2007), helped provide additional information about the current situation of evaluation principles and practice in the sector. The study reveled that (i) less than one half of the agencies (44 percent) reported having any system to collect evaluation reports of programs, projects or other efforts they sponsor or implement; (ii) about one-fourth (28 percent) of the agencies indicated that they periodically synthesize and share findings from the evaluations they sponsor or conduct; (iii) only eight percent indicated having conducted any formal metaevaluation of their evaluations; (iv) more than one half of the agencies (54 percent) reported having less than one-third of their programs evaluated by external professionals with evaluation expertise; (v) only 16 percent of respondents indicated that more than two-thirds of their efforts are evaluated by external evaluators; (vi) 52 percent of the agencies claimed to have developed their own monitoring and evaluation (M&E) policies, guidelines or standards; and (vi) 38 percent indicated that their agencies have adopted, to some extent, M&E policies, guidelines or standards developed by other organizations. A number of efforts to improve the situation of the high proportion of low-quality evaluations of international aid interventions have been put in place by different agencies or consortium of agencies. The underlying assumption is that by improving evaluations, aid agencies will be able to become more effective in helping to meet the needs of the people they serve. Even though sharing similar motivations and objectives, these efforts
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have different ways to approach the problem. Some of them have greater focus on methodological solutions and push for the development of more rigorous impact evaluations using experimental or quasi-experimental designs (Savedoff et al. 2006; JPAL 2007; SEGA 2006; MDRC 2007; World Bank 2007a; World Bank 2007b). Other agencies, while maintaining perspective on the importance adopting more rigorous evaluation methods, have instead prioritized the establishment of principles and standards to guide and improve evaluation practice (OECD 1992; InterAction 2005). A minority of organizations within the ones advocating primarily for “rigorous impact evaluation” such as the Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab and the Scientific Evaluation for Global Action, support the exclusive use of randomized control trials (RCTs) as the only acceptable method to assess impact. Their position has generated lively debates in the development field. The majority opposing this idea contends that evaluation questions should be the determining factor when choosing the appropriate method for impact evaluations (NONIE 2007; 3IE 2007). This paper presents an analysis of the most prominent and documented efforts in place trying to contribute to improve the quality of evaluation in the development world. Even though the identification of those efforts was based on an extensive search of the current literature on development aid and on consultation with experts in the field, there might be some unintentional omissions. The efforts have been classified in five different groups taking into account the organizations leading the efforts: (i) consortia of organizations, (ii) multilateral3 and bilateral4 agencies, (iii) INGOs, (iv) professional organizations and networks, and (v) research groups.



3



International agencies supported by several nations and responsible for coordinating cooperation among more than two states (e.g., World Bank, U. N. Development Programme, African Development Bank) 4 Agencies representing a donor country, responsible for establishing cooperation with low- or middleincome countries (e.g., U.S. Agency for International Development, Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency, and U.K. Department for International Development.
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Consortia of organizations Three initiatives have been classified to this group. All of them have been founded and lead by representatives from diverse organizations including multilateral and bilateral donor agencies, UN agencies, INGOs, national government agencies, and research institutes.



The International Initiative for Impact Evaluation (3IE) The 3IE evolved from an initiative developed by the Center for Global Development (CGD) and funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation. 3IE was officially created in March 2007 (Leading Edge Group 2007) with ambitious objectives: - identify enduring questions about how to improve social and economic development programs through structured consultation with Member Institutions and others in order to catalyze comparable studies on selected issues and ensure that studies promoted by 3IE are needed, relevant and strategic; - identify programs that represent opportunities for learning so as to encourage impact evaluations in those instances where studies are feasible, findings can affect policy, and results, when combined with other sources of information, will advance practical knowledge; - adopt quality standards to guide its reviews of impact evaluations through periodic technical consultations; - finance the design and implementation of impact evaluations that address questions of enduring importance to policymaking in low- and middleincome countries; - Prepare or commission syntheses of impact evaluations to link the findings from individual studies with broader policy questions;
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DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT - advocate for the generation and use of impact evaluations; - share and disseminate information about opportunities for learning, planned studies, designs, methods, and findings; and - promote the mutual development of capacity to conduct rigorous impact evaluations and to use evidence in policymaking in low- and middleincome countries (p. 5). Members of 3IE include organizations either implementing or funding social and economic development programs in developing or transitional countries. In July 2008, the organization listed in its website 14 members and 13 associate members including donor agencies (e.g., African Development Bank, Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, Gloogle.org), INGOs (e.g., CARE, International Rescue Committee, Save the Children USA) and government agencies (e.g., Mexico´s Ministries of Education and Health and Uganda´s Ministry of Finance). The initiative brought together a group of experts to study the reasons for good impact evaluations of development initiatives being so rare and to find possibilities to solving the problem. The expert group generated a report “When Will We Ever Learn? Closing the Evaluation Gap” (Savedoff et al. 2006) which generated some debate in the field, possibly for two main reasons. First they made critiques to current evaluation practice in the sector which spills to all organizations working with development efforts, but especially for the bilateral and multilateral donor agencies who fund most of the aid programs. Second, when defending more rigorous designs to evaluation, they favored random allocation as the primary method of choice for evaluations. More recently, after some harsh critique from the community and probably from further discussions with the different agencies interested in joining the initiative, including bilateral donors (e.g., DFID), they have revised their position. In the final version of their founding document they indicate that the evaluation design of aid interventions should be the most feasibly rigorous one to answer the evaluation questions posed. As a brand new organization and
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counting on the support of powerful agencies, it will be important to follow whether 3IE will live up to its ambitious goals.



Network of Networks on Impact Evaluation Initiative (NONIE) As the push for more rigorous methods for assessing impact of development aid was gaining increasing contorts of privileging RCTs and major private donors, such as the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, started to support such initiatives, many international development agencies started to voice their discontent in relation to that position. Those dissident voices were publicly heard in major conferences, especially at the 2007 African Evaluation Association conference. Also a movement among donor agencies contrary to the “RCT dictatorship” started to take shape and became formally structured in May 2007, when the Network of Networks on Impact Evaluation Initiative (NONIE) was created (NONIE 2007). NONIE’s main objective is “to foster a program of impact evaluation activities based on a common understanding of the meaning of impact evaluation and approaches to conducting impact evaluation” (p. 1). The primary members of NONIE include the Evaluation Network of the Development Assistance Committee of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD/DAC)5, the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG)6 and the Evaluation Cooperation Group (ECG)7. Representatives from developing country governments (that have partnerships with bilateral, multilateral and UN system agencies) and from existing national or regional evaluation networks can become members of the organization only by invitation from any of the three founding organizations. 5



OECD/DAC Evaluation Network brings together representatives from evaluation units of 18 bilateral development agencies (e.g., USAID, DFID, SIDA, CIDA, etc.) 6 UNEG is a network of UN 43 units responsible for evaluation including the specialized agencies, funds, programs and affiliated organizations. 7 ECG was created by the heads of the evaluation units from the seven existing multilateral banks: African Development Bank, Asian Development Bank, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, European Investment Bank, Inter-American Development Bank, International Monetary Fund, World Bank Group.
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In order to fulfill its primary mission of preparing guidance and providing useful resources for impact evaluations, NONIE has established a task team charged with: (i) preparation of impact evaluation guidelines; (ii) establishing collaborative arrangements for undertaking impact evaluation, leading to initiation of the program; and (iii) developing a platform of resources to support impact evaluation by member organizations. The task team has already put some of its work on their website including a database with summaries of impact evaluations implemented by one of the network’s members, and more resources are expected to be available in the near future. With many shared objectives with the 3IE group a movement to approximate both organizations has started (Clarke & Sachs 2007). Two statements in the 3IE founding document have clearly contributed to create a positive attitude on NONIE’s part towards pursuing collaborative efforts with that group. First, different from the initial general perception of the field, 3IE acknowledged that different methods can be used to conduct rigorous impact evaluations, besides RCTs. The second statement indicated 3IE’s interest to find common ground to collaborate with NONIE, as it evolves, especially in terms of: 



defining enduring questions related to the design and conduct of impact evaluations that should be collectively tackled,







coordinating impact evaluations being conducted in the same countries by level of inquiry or type of program being evaluated,







sharing databases of ongoing and completed impact evaluations,







sharing methodological papers and guides, and







sharing materials and methods for building capacity of partners in designing and conducting impact evaluations. (Rockefeller Foundation 2007, p. 4)



3IE and NONIE have also recognized that there are serious threats to the success of both organizations if they do not pursue a collaborative agenda. Those threats include (i) waste of scarce resources to accomplish same objectives (e.g., development of Thomaz K. Chianca, COMEA Communication and Evaluation Ltd.; Sept 2008
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guidelines and quality standards for impact evaluation, building up databases, etc); (ii) increase in transactional cost for partner countries by asking them to join separate networks and creating confusion by promoting different approaches to impact evaluations to the same partners; and (iii) reduction in the likelihood of commitment and provision of resources by donor agencies due to lack of coherence between these two organizations. A pertinent question is whether those organizations should remain as separate entities or whether they should join forces to form a stronger single organization. According to the joint statement produced by Jeremy Clarke, from DFID and representing NONIE, and Blair Sachs, from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation representing 3IE (Clarke & Sachs 2007), the two organizations should maintain their own identities and seek funds from different sources. They should, however, establish a clear agenda for collaboration (p. 3). The authors indicated three aspects that are common to both organizations and 13 others that are unique to one or the other organization. Table 1 presents the commonalities and differences presented in the joint statement. Table 1. Unique and common functions of NONIE and 3IE8 FUNCTION



NONI E



3IE



No Yes No



Yes Yes Yes



Yes



No



Yes Yes



No Yes



No No No



Yes Yes Yes



Yes No No



No Yes Yes



General Advocacy and promotion of impact evaluation Identifying enduring questions and priorities for more impact evaluation work Setting Standards for impact evaluation



Methods Alternative approaches to impact evaluation, e.g., on policy influence and macroeconomics, institutional development Applications of impact evaluation to new Aid Instruments and programs Guidance on methods and approaches



impact evaluation Program Delivery Technical support and consultancy to design specific impact evaluations Mobilizing and providing additional resources for impact evaluation Financing pool for new impact evaluation proposals from developing countries Implementing a program of impact evaluations Of donor support Of developing country policy and programs* Capacity Building in developing countries 8



Adapted from Clarke & Sachs 2007, p. 6.
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DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT Community of Practice and Support Network of donors Network including non state actors and think tanks in developing countries Resource Platform : Database and website resources Quality Assurance of Impact Evaluations



Yes No Yes No



No Yes Yes Yes



* 3IE could examine donor support as it contributes to wider programs and are open to direct proposals from donor members.



The analysis in the joint statement presents a few surprises, especially in regards to NONIE’s scope of work. If both agencies are committed to increase the number and improve the quality of impact evaluations, it is hard to understand why NONIE does not have as part of its functions the promotion of impact evaluations, development of standards for impact evaluations, and investment in building the capacity of evaluators from developing countries. Since the organizations are still on their infancy, their foci may get clearer as they move along, and some of these apparent inconsistencies might fade away. Nonetheless, both organizations have clear potential to make important contributions to improving the quality of the evaluation of aid interventions. Keeping a continuous flow of communication between the organizations will be essential to increase their impact and, especially, to avoid unnecessary duplication of efforts, imposition of overload and confusion of agencies in developing countries.



Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action (ALNAP) ALNAP was created in 1997 as one of the efforts to improve performance and accountability of humanitarian interventions which derived from the Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda. The 60 full-members of ALNAP meet twice a year and comprise representatives from UN agencies, INGOs, donor governments, the Red Cross Movement, academics and independent consultants. There are also 600 observing members that are included on a mailing list and kept informed about the main work by ALNAP. Eight full members are elected for ALNAP’s Steering Committee and a Secretariat is hosted by the Overseas Development Institute (ODI) in London (ALNAP
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2007). The main activities of ALNAP include its biannual meetings, a yearly publication (the Review of Humanitarian Action), and a wealth of evaluation-related information available in their website. ALNAP has developed specific materials for training evaluators to work on evaluation of humanitarian action (EHA) that includes (i) a course manual (with background reference documents, definitions of terms, checklists and tables, individual and group exercises, course evaluation, etc), (ii) session summaries (with objectives, suggested timings, answers to exercises, etc), and (iii) PowerPoint slides covering the relevant topics for each session. ALNAP has also made publicly available a database of evaluation reports of humanitarian action interventions. The database has links to several hundred completed reports of evaluations supported by the full-members and other agencies. A small number of those reports are only accessible to professionals belonging to ALNAP’s full-member agencies, in accordance with the wishes of the organizations commissioning those evaluations. Clearly another very important contribution by ALNAP to the field was the development, since 2001, of annual evaluations of a sample of reports from EHA. To orient those meta-evaluations a system was created, the Quality Proforma, with a list of key criteria related to the main aspects to be considered. These aspects include: (i) the terms of reference for the evaluation, (ii) methods, practice and constraints of the evaluation, (iii) analysis made by the evaluators of the context to which the intervention is responding, (iv) evaluation of the intervention, and (v) assessment of the evaluation report. The system also proposes a rating scale ranging from A (good) to D (poor)—no rubrics were provided to anchor the scale (ALNAP 2005). The meta-evaluations are conducted by two independent consultants using the Quality Proforma framework. Metaevaluations for 2001 through 2004 are posted in their website. ALNAP has also provided support to efforts for designing and conducting joint Thomaz K. Chianca, COMEA Communication and Evaluation Ltd.; Sept 2008
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evaluations of large humanitarian responses. The most prominent project currently supported by ALNAP is the Tsunami Evaluation Coalition (TEC) which was created in 2005 as the primary driver to evaluate the response of the main relief agencies to the 2004 Tsunami in Asia. TEC brings together 46 different agencies and has released five thematic reports9 and one synthesis report examining the how well the response occurred between the first eight and 11 months after the Tsunami. This synthesis report not only draws on the five thematic reports but also in the findings from more than 140 additional reports developed by the agencies involved in the effort (TEC 2007).



Multilateral and bilateral organizations Five efforts to improve evaluation aid were identified as being lead by donor multilateral and bilateral agencies and by the UN system of agencies.



The World Bank’s impact evaluation initiatives The World Bank (WB) has led, individually, several initiatives to improve the number and quality of development evaluation. PovertyNet is probably the most prominent example of such efforts by the WB. It is a website providing a wealth of resources and analyses for researchers and practitioners on key issues related to poverty, including monitoring and evaluation of poverty reduction strategies (World Bank 2007a). In terms of evaluation, the website offers free access to: (i) guidelines for conducting impact evaluation in particular sectors (e.g., water and sanitation) or under specific constraints (e.g., low budget), (ii) examples of impact evaluations conducted for the World Bank, and (iii) a series of methodological papers dealing with issues relevant to



9



TEC thematic evaluations: (i) Coordination of international humanitarian assistance in tsunami-affected countries; (ii) The role of needs assessment in the tsunami response; (iii) Impact of the tsunami response on local and national capacities; (iv) Links between relief, rehabilitation and development in the tsunami response; and (v) Funding the tsunami response.
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impact evaluations. Embedded in PovertyNet is the Development Impact Evaluation (DIME) initiative. DIME brings together diverse areas within the World Bank (e.g., thematic networks, regional units and research groups) to coordinate clusters of impact evaluations of strategic interventions across countries in different regions of the world. These evaluations are oriented towards increasing the number of WB impact evaluations in strategic areas, helping develop impact evaluation capacity not only among WB staff but also from government agencies involved in such initiatives, and building a process of systematic learning on effective aid interventions. Regionally, the WB has a special effort to mainstream rigorous impact evaluation within its supported initiatives in education, malaria, health, infrastructure, and community driven development. The initiative is known as the Africa Impact Evaluation Initiative. It is aimed at building the capacity of national governments of over 20 countries in Africa on conducting rigorous impact evaluations (World Bank 2007b).



The Evaluation Cooperation Group (ECG) In 1996, the seven existing multilateral development banks10 created a forum at which their head of evaluation units can meet on a frequent basis to harmonize their work on evaluation issues. Representatives from the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the Evaluation Group and the Evaluation Network of the Development Assistance Committee of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD/DAC) are observer members. The main objectives listed by the ECG include: 1. strengthen the use of evaluation for greater effectiveness and accountability,



10



African Development Bank, Asian Development Bank, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, European Investment Bank, Inter-American Development Bank, International Monetary Fund, World Bank Group
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DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT 2. share lessons from evaluations and contribute to their dissemination, 3. harmonize performance indicators and evaluation methodologies and approaches, 4. enhance evaluation professionalism within the multilateral development banks and to collaborate with the heads of evaluation units of bilateral and multilateral development organizations, and 5. facilitate the involvement of borrowing member countries in evaluation and build their evaluation capacity (ECG 2007). The ECG website is targeted primarily to the member agencies (most information seems to be on a password protected area) and not much to the external public—even though there are a number of publications on monitoring and evaluation by the member agencies that are made freely available.



The United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) The UN system has also developed its own effort to improve the quality of evaluations and mainstream evaluation functions within their member agencies. The United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) was formed as a network of professionals responsible for monitoring and evaluation in 43 units within the UN system including specialized agencies, funds, programs and affiliated organizations. The UNDP has the responsibility to chair UNEG and facilitate opportunities for members to “share experiences and information, discuss the latest evaluation issues and promote simplification and harmonisation of reporting practices” (UNEG 2007). UNEG is playing an important role in the ongoing UN organizational reform by providing guidance on how to structure a UN-wide evaluation system that will help make the evaluation work within the agency more coherent and with higher quality. Some of the most relevant contributions from UNEG to the establishment of a more coherent evaluation system within the UN agencies were the creation of a set of evaluation norms
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and one of evaluation standards. Those documents set basic rules to be followed by all UN agencies and that should facilitate collaboration among them on designing and conducting evaluations (UNEG 2005a and UNEG 2005b).



OECD/DAC Network on Development Evaluation Probably the oldest effort to bring donor agencies together around evaluation issues was the on by the Development Assistance Committee of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 11 (OECD/DAC). In the late 60’s and throughout the 70’s, it was one of the first development agencies to officially address some key issues about evaluation methodology, and to organize a series of seminars bringing together evaluators from different parts of Europe. In 1980, a sub-group was officially formed to address the issue of aid effectiveness and, within a context of the world petroleum crises, was faced with the challenge of determining the effectiveness of the international aid provided by the OECD member countries. The Group was unable to provide a reasonable answer to the query since the findings from the evaluations commissioned by the different OECD bilateral aid agencies targeted lessons learned. Thus, those evaluations did not provide trustworthy assessments of impacts that would make it possible to draw overall conclusions about the value of aid supported by OECD members. Regardless of this not so successful start, the Group, instead of being terminated, was promoted to the status of a Working Group on Aid Effectiveness with broader aims including strengthening collaboration among evaluation units of bilateral and multilateral agencies, providing guidance on aid effectiveness to DAC based on



11



The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) is an economic counterpart to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and was created in 1947, then called “Organization for European Economic Co-operation” (OEEC), to co-ordinate the Marshall Plan for the reconstruction of Europe after World War II. Currently with 30 country members (with the strongest economies in the world), it is dedicated to help its members “achieve sustainable economic growth and employment and to raise the standard of living in member countries while maintaining financial stability – all this in order to contribute to the development of the world economy.” (OECD 2007)
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lessons learned, and building evaluation capacity in developing countries (Cracknell 2000). A milestone for the OECD/DAC Working Group on Aid Effectiveness’s work was the development of the “Principles for Evaluation of Development Assistance” (OECD 1992). Those principles have had great influence in the way evaluation functions have been structured in aid agencies. They have also served as the basis for the establishment of the five evaluation criteria to assess aid interventions which have been widely adopted by OECD/DAC members and, therefore, have significantly fashioned the design and implementation of aid evaluations. Among the many relevant works the OECD/DAC Network on Development Evaluation is currently doing, it is worth mentioning (i) the DAC Evaluation Resource Centre (DEReC) a free and comprehensive “online resource centre containing development evaluation reports and guidelines published by the Network and its 30 bilateral and multilateral members”; (ii) several publications including the DAC evaluation quality standards, guide to manage joint evaluations, and evaluating conflict prevention and peacebuilding activities; (iii) a follow up study on the extent to which decisions of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness12 are being adopted by the different aid agencies; and (iv) leadership on the establishment of NONIE.



International Non-Governmental Organizations (INGOs) INGOs have participated in the creation of the currently most prominent joint efforts for improving international development aid evaluation including 3IE, NONIE,



12



A high-level meeting in Paris on March 2005 involving Ministers of developed and developing countries responsible for promoting development and Heads of multilateral and bilateral development institutions to define “far-reaching and monitorable actions to reform the ways [they] deliver and manage aid as [they] look ahead to the UN five-year review of the Millennium Declaration and the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) later [in 2005].” (Paris Declaration 2005) The main actions defined include issues related to ownership, harmonisation, alignment, results and mutual accountability in development aid.
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American Council for International Voluntary Action (InterAction) On the realm of International Non Government Organizations (INGOs), the American Council for Voluntary International Action (InterAction) is playing a major role in improving evaluation principles and practice among U.S.-based nonprofit agencies working internationally on development, relief, advocacy and technical assistance. InterAction congregates more than 165 of such agencies, mobilizing more than 13 billion U.S. dollars every year from private and public donors to support projects in all developing and transitional countries14. InterAction has created important opportunities for INGOs to conduct serious discussions about monitoring and evaluation (M&E) issues relevant to their work and has made many important efforts to help their member agencies improve their M&E functions. The Evaluation Interest Group (EIG) is one example of such efforts. For 14 years, EIG has brought together M&E staff and consultants from INGOs several times during the year for meetings15 on relevant themes such as implications of Theories of Change to evaluation and effects of U.S. Government new foreign policy to USAID’s M&E requirements from INGOs. Once a year, an intensive two and one-half day meeting, called the “Evaluation Roundtable” is held in the same city where the annual conference 13



ALNAP has also developed a set of minimum standards for good practice in disaster response (the Sphere project); the Humanitarian Accountability Partnership (HAP) is a membership organization, similar to InterAction, created to enforce the adoption of such standards by agencies working in the field. 14 This estimation was done by Chianca (2007) based on the most recent and publicly available information about the InterAction members’ annual expenses reports. Sources of information included the agencies’ annual reports, the Charity Navigator website, and InterAction’s Member Profile (2004-05). 15 Those are usually half-day, bi-monthly meetings hosted at InterAction’s headquarters in Washington DC; possibilities to call in are made available for EIG members unable to participate in person.
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of the American Evaluation Association takes place, usually a few days prior to the beginning of the conference. The Evaluation Roundtables have been an important venue for the exchange of experiences, collective evaluation capacity building, and generation of new ideas to advance evaluation policies and practice within INGOs. EIG has also an electronic discussion listserv (IAEVAL) with more than 300 members. All InterAction members are required to follow financial, operational, programmatic, and ethical standards developed by InterAction (the PVO 16 Standards) in order to maintain their membership status. The enforcement of the standards is done through bi-annual self-certification processes that require agencies to provide documented evidence that they are in fact complying with the different standards so they can renew their membership or, if new members, join InterAction. The specific standards dedicated to M&E in the current version of the InterAction Standards are quite limited, not enough to provide members with the necessary guidance to establish and maintain good M&E systems. A committee—the Evaluation and Program Effectiveness Working Group (EPEWG)—was created in 2004 to provide InterAction with ideas to help member agencies establish strategies to demonstrate the effectiveness of their work to themselves, their primary stakeholders and the general public. The Working Group produced a position statement, approved by InterAction’s Board of Directors on September 20, 2005, which laid out five key actions all members should commit to follow in order to demonstrate agencies’ effectiveness: 1. Articulate its own criteria for success in bringing about meaningful changes in people’s lives, in terms of its mission and major program goals. 2. Regularly evaluate its progress towards such success.



16



Private Voluntary Organizations, which is a less used name to call INGOs.
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DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT 3. Mainstream relevant monitoring and evaluation in agency policy, systems and culture. 4. Allocate adequate financial and human resources for its strategic evaluation needs. 5. Collaborate with partners and stakeholders in developing mutually satisfying goals, methods, and indicators for project and program activities (EPEWG 2005, p. 6). The Position Statement called for a revision of the InterAction standards based on the five proposed actions that have direct implications to the monitoring and evaluation functions of member agencies. The EPEWG took responsibility to develop a new set of standards related to M&E which they completed in 2006. Since then their ideas have been submitted for review by members through an ample process that included several EIG meetings and a consultative survey answered by representatives from 50 member agencies. In October 2007, EPEWG sent the final version of the new M&E standards to be reviewed by the InterAction’s proper decision-making channels (PVO Standards Committee and Board of Directors) for possible inclusion as part of their PVO Standards and Self-Certification process. The EPEWG has serious plans for strengthening InterAction’s role as a leading force to contribute for the advance of evaluation in INGOs. The ideas being discussed among the EPEWG members are ambitious but quite promising. They include (i) providing support to InterAction members in strengthening their M&E policies, principles, standards, strategies, systems and staff capacities; (ii) developing strategies to tackle the issue of impact evaluations as a multi-agency effort; and (iii) development of a peer accountability process (J. Rugh, personal communication, July 16, 2007 5:11 pm).



Professional Associations and Networks Chianca identified four professional organizations that are making specific
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contributions to advance evaluation aid. Two of them were associations (one formed by individuals and one formed by national and regional evaluation organizations) while the other two were open networks—one has worldwide influence while the other concentrates its work in Latin American and the Caribbean countries.



International Development Evaluation Association (IDEAS) Created in 2002, the International Development Evaluation Association (IDEAS) is a membership-based organization congregating evaluators from different countries with the main objective of contributing to improve the quality and expand the practice of evaluation of development aid, especially in developing and transitional countries. In June 2007, IDEAS reported to have 441 members—more than one-half (236) from countries located in Africa, Latin America and Asia. They have organized their first biannual conference in New Delhi, India, on April 2005; their second biennial conference, initially scheduled to be a joint meeting with the Latin American and Caribbean Evaluation Network (RELAC) on May 2007, due to difficulties in obtaining needed financial support, was postponed to June 2008 and was held in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. IDEAS has led or co-hosted other relevant events such as the symposium on “Rethinking Development Evaluation” (Gland, Switzerland, July 2004), the symposium on “Parliamentary Oversight for Poverty Reduction” involving parliament leaders in Southeast Asia and Africa (Cambodia, October 2005), and two workshops on “CountryLed Evaluations in the Czech Republic in June 2006 and in Niger as part of the Fourth Conference of the African Evaluation Association, January 2007 (IDEAS 2005; IDEAS 2007). IDEAS has an electronic discussion list open only to members and a website with up-to-date information about main events, publications and other resources relevant to international development evaluation. IDEAS has ambitious plans to expand its membership; they aim at having 1,000 individual members by the end of 2008.
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International Organization for Cooperation in Evaluation (IOCE) The International Organisation for Cooperation in Evaluation (IOCE) is an umbrella organization that brings together the national and regional associations, societies and networks of professional evaluators from around the world. IOCE was created in 1999 with a grant from the W.K. Kellogg Foundation that supported the development of the two initial meetings of leaders from the existing evaluation professional associations. IOCE works to increase communication and collaboration among member agencies aiming at strengthening evaluation theory and practice worldwide through “cross-fertilization of ideas, high professional standards, and an open and global perspective among evaluators” (IOCE 2007). In November 2006, IOCE had 12 official members including all five existing regional organizations (Africa, Australasia, Europe, Latin America and the Caribbean, and Russia and the Newly Independent States)17, and seven national organizations (United States, Canada, Italy, Belgium, Malaysia, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka) 18. IOCE has still great potential for growth since there were 62 evaluation professional organizations listed in their website in November 2006. The main priorities for IOCE are (i) support for emerging evaluation associations, societies and networks through provision of resources to guide their organization, consolidation and growth, and participation in regional and/or national evaluation events, and (ii) promotion of international debates about evaluation in “different cultural contexts – nationally and internationally –including issues of social justice and human rights” (IOCE 2007). Most of IOCE activities are conducted using web-based resources to maintain costs as low as possible. Even though not officially dedicated to the field of 17



African Evaluation Association; Australasian Evaluation Society; European Evaluation Society; International Program Evaluation Network (Russia & Newly Independent States); Red de Evaluacion de America Latina y el Caribe (ReLAC). 18 American Evaluation Association; Canadian Evaluation Society; Italian Evaluation Society; Malaysian Evaluation Society; Pakistan Evaluation Network (PEN); Sri Lanka Evaluation Association (SLEvA); Wallonian Society for Evaluation (Belgium).
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development aid evaluation, given its international nature and diversity of membership, IOCE has engaged in activities tackling issues relevant to development evaluation and has clearly the potential to contribute to improve practice in the field by supporting and strengthening evaluation organizations throughout the world.



MandE News Another important player among the existing relevant efforts to improve evaluation in development aid is the Monitoring and Evaluation News (MandE News). Created in 1997 by Rick Davies, an independent consultant with vast experience in international development aid, as one of the first websites dedicated to monitoring and evaluation issues in development aid. The website development and maintenance was supported for 8 years (until 2005) by several UK-based INGOs including Oxfam UK, Save the Children UK, and ActonAid UK, among other 7 agencies. It provides a wealth of information for professionals working in international aid monitoring and evaluation including summaries of relevant documents and book, plus indication of important events and training opportunities. Perhaps the most successful project supported by MandE News is its main electronic discussion list with more than 1,100 members worldwide—Davies claims that the listserv has the majority of its subscribers from countries in Africa and Asia. It is clearly one of the largest listserv dedicated to the field currently active19. MandE News also manages other two electronic discussion lists, one on network analysis and evaluation (with 110 members), and one on a new monitoring technique created by Davies (Davies and Dart 2005) that does not use indicators—the ‘Most Significant Changes’ (with 630 members). Other important features of the website include information on (i) special topics (e.g., working with the Logical Framework, the ‘Basic 19



The only other similar listserv we are aware of that is larger than MandE News is PREVAL with more than 1.400 members (see description below).
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Necessities’ survey, and transparency: enabling public M&E), (ii) M&E training providers, (iii) specialist M&E websites (e.g., evaluation capacity building, micro-credit systems, peacebuilding), (iv) evaluation societies and networks, (v) M&E units within aid agencies, (vi) evaluation centers, and (vii) M&E glossary.



PREVAL Probably one of the most prominent regional efforts to advance international development evaluation is PREVAL—Spanish acronym for “Program for Strengthening the Regional Capacity for Monitoring and Evaluation of IFAD’s Rural Poverty Alleviation Projects in Latin America and the Caribbean”. Even though being supported by the UN’s International Fund for Agriculture Development (IFAD) and originally focused on staff and consultants working on their projects in the region, PREVAL has gone way beyond its original intent by becoming an open network involving M&E professionals working in the region. PREVAL’s website has one of the most comprehensive collections of information on development evaluation available in Spanish, both original production from professionals from the region and translations from English. Their quarterly newsletter is a useful resource with important information about the evaluation scene in Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) including trainings opportunities, key papers, new books, news on professional evaluation organizations, and highlights of the work by IFAD in M&E in the region. PREVAL also (i) provides M&E capacity building seminars throughout the region, (ii) offers a searchable database of individual consultants and firms working on evaluation in LAC, and (iii) has an electronic listserv with more than 1,400 subscribers. Another important facet of PREVAL’s efforts to improve/strengthen development evaluation in the region has been its support for the creation of national M&E organizations in different countries, and also of the regional organization: RELAC, the Latin American and Caribbean Evaluation
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Network.



Research Groups There are at least four research groups that can be considered as making important contributions in the area of international development evaluation. They are the ones that go beyond selling their specialized evaluation services to other organizations in the sector by dedicating part of their time to train development evaluators, advocate for higherquality work on development evaluation, make available resources and key information to support other groups, and serve as a reference to other professionals and agencies in the field. While three of the identified agencies are directly connected with well known universities, one of them (MDRC) is an independent nonprofit organization.



The Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab (J-PAL) The Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab (J-PAL), created in 2003 as part of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), is dedicated to research on development and poverty using randomized controlled trials. It is comprised of more than 30 researchers (directors, members and staff), most of them PhD graduates from Harvard University and MIT. J-PAL seems to be expanding quite intensively in the last few years. Signs of its growth can be perceived in the two recently opened regional offices, one in France, to cover Europe, and another one in India, to cover Southeast Asia. Also, since its inception, J-PAL has completed 27 projects and there are, at the moment, 54 ongoing projects in several different countries involving a diverse cadre of content areas including education, health, employment, microcredit, local governance, etc. After reviewing the brief descriptions in their website of a random sample of 10 of their current studies, it is clear that all of them are focused to answer a few very specific impact questions. J-PAL’s influence in the field is also marked by the well-established training
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courses they offer on a yearly basis on the use of randomized trials in evaluation. They report that evaluators from 30 different countries have attended their 5-day training sessions offered during the summer 2007 in Nigeria, USA, and India (J-PAL 2007). With no doubt J-PAL has found an important niche to work and has been quite successful in not only attracting new contracts for designing and implementing randomized studies, but also influencing a great number of evaluators and agencies working in the international development field.



The Scientific Evaluation for Global Action (SEGA) The Scientific Evaluation for Global Action (SEGA), hosted at the Center for International and Development Economics Research (CIDER) at the University of California—Berkley, is another clear example of U.S.-based agencies dedicated to promote the use of randomized control trials to evaluate international development projects. SEGA brings together more than 25 economists and public health researchers from the Departments of Economics, Agricultural and Resource Economics, Political Science, School of Public Health, and the Haas School of Business at UC Berkeley and international health and development centers at UCSF and UCSD. Apparently SEGA and J-PAL have some significant ties. At least 10 completed or ongoing projects listed in their websites were/are joint efforts among members from both organizations. The evaluation of components of the Mexican conditional cash transfer project to stimulate, among other positive behaviors, school attendance and retention (Progressa) and the evaluation of the primary school deworming project in Kenya are good examples of such close collaboration (SEGA 2006).



Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) The other one is MDRC—a 34 year-old research organization with offices in New
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York and Oakland, CA. MDRC congregates 32 senior experts in areas of K-12 education, higher education, families and children, workers and communities, and welfare and barriers to employment. They claimed to have helped pioneered the use of RCTs in the evaluation of public policies and programs targeted to low-income people. Even though the bulk of their work is within the U.S. borders, MDRC has also been involved in international projects and has been a reference for international development agencies in the used of randomized designs to assess social and development policies or programs. Their website indicates that MDRC has almost 60 ongoing or recently completed projects; they also make freely available a large number of resources to evaluators including 22 working papers on research methodology, 22 “how-to” guides, 8 video achieves, 13 policy briefs, among others (MDRC 2007).



Centre for the Evaluation of Development Policies (EDEPO) Another organization with a high profile in the field of international development evaluation is the Centre for the Evaluation of Development Policies (EDEPO). The Centre is based at the Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS), a leading independent research institute on economic analysis in the UK, and at the Department of Economics at University College London. They have a cadre of 42 completed or ongoing research projects since the inception of the center in 2004. Most of the projects listed in their website are research studies targeted to answer specific impact and explanation questions about a given program. They are not explicitly vocal about the use of RCT as “the” method of choice for impact evaluations and seem to have been quite eclectic in the research designs they use. A good example of such diversity of methods can be noticed in the following description of one of their ongoing studies: Much of the literature focuses upon documenting the ex-post impact of an income shock and efforts to use historical risk are made difficult by the
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DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT need to identify valid instrumental variables to account for endogeneity. This project uses a more "direct" approach by asking household heads to assign probabilities to different incomes. Whilst these types of questions can be difficult to implement amongst a population with low levels of literacy and numeracy, careful design and explanations can enable this. This project analyses the plausibility of estimates of expected income and income risk obtained from this method using questions contained in the first and second follow up surveys of the Familias en Accion survey. It will also look at ways of improving the method for future surveys of a similar nature. This project will also look at the impact of perceived income risk upon other outcomes of interest, notably investments in human capital (EDEPO 2007). EDEPO has 14 members (10 staff, three research fellows, and one research associate) and has made available 21 research papers in their website. They do not seem to offer much training opportunities (there are just a few presentations posted in their website), however their impact in the development evaluation field can probably be better inferred by the half a dozen very influential international organizations they work with, including the World Bank, the UK Department for International Development (DFID), and the Inter American Development Bank.



Summary and reflections about the efforts to improve development evaluation We have discussed 16 efforts in the direction of improving international development evaluation that have been considered the most prominent at the moment. Three of them are joint efforts involving a number of different types of agencies (e.g., donors, INGOs, UN agencies, research groups); four are led by multilateral and bilateral organizations; one has INGOs as the leading agencies; four were created by professional associations or networks; and four comprise international development research groups and think tanks.
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Table 2. Summary of current efforts to improve international aid evaluation Type



Name



Members



 International Institute for Impact Evaluations (3IE)



Mexican Ministry of Health, Ugandan Ministry of Finance, DFID, CIDA, Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs, African Development Bank, CGD, Gates Foundation, Hewlett Foundation OECD/DAC Development Evaluation Network, UN Evaluation Group, Evaluation Cooperation Group (multilateral development banks) 60 full-members including UN agencies, INGOs, donor governments, Red Cross Movement, academics and independent consultants. Diverse areas within the World Bank Group



 Network of Networks for Impact Evaluation (NONIE)



Consortia of organizations



Multilateral and bilateral agencies



 Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action (ALNAP)  PovertyNet, Development Impact Evaluation (DIME), and African Impact Evaluation Initiative  The Evaluation Cooperation Group  United Nations Evaluation Group



 OECD/DAC Development Evaluation Network  Evaluation and Program Effectiveness Working Group (EPEWG)  International Development Evaluation Association (IDEAS)  International Organization for Cooperation in Evaluation (IOCE)



INGOs



Professional associations and networks



Research groups



 Monitoring and Evaluation News (MandE News)  Program for Strengthening the Regional Capacity for Monitoring and Evaluation of IFAD’s Rural Poverty Alleviation Projects in Latin America and the Caribbean (PREVAL)  Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab (J-PAL)  Scientific Evaluation for Global Action (SEGA)



Heads of evaluation units from the multilateral development banks (AfDB, AsDB, EBRD, EIB, IADB, IMF and WB) 43 units within the UN system including specialized agencies, funds, programs and affiliated organizations 30 heads of evaluation units of bilateral and multilateral development agencies M&E staff and consultants from INGOs members of InterAction 400+ evaluators working or interested on international development issues Five regional evaluation organizations (Africa, Australasia, Europe, LAC, and Russia & NIS), and seven national organizations (U.S., Canada, Pakistan, Italy, Belgium, Malaysia, and Sri Lanka) International development evaluators; initial institutional support from several INGOs IFAD staff and consultants and hundreds of evaluators working with poverty reduction initiatives in LAC



30 researchers, most PhD graduates from Harvard University & MIT 25 economists and public health researchers from UC Berkeley, UCSF and UCSD
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Name



Members



 Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC)



32 senior experts in areas of K-12 education, higher education, families and children, workers and communities, and welfare and barriers to employment 14 researchers and faculty from the Department of Economics at University College London



Research groups (cont.)  Centre for the Evaluation of Development Policies (EDEPO)



The OECD/DAC development evaluation network is probably the most influential effort in place given the many substantial contributions they have made to the field (e.g., the OECD/DAC five evaluation criteria), its longstanding work since the 1970’s and the broad composition of its membership—all bilateral agencies are active members and the largest multilateral agencies are observers. Those factors make its work likely to reach most agencies conducting development work in the world. In the INGO realm, at least in the U.S., InterAction seems to be the most active movement to improve the quality of international development evaluation. Given its size and level of representativeness20, it has the potential to influence a large number of INGOs and make an important contribution to the international aid evaluation field. While most of the reviewed efforts have more holistic approaches in their strategies to help the field move forward, at least six of them are solely focused on improving the quality of impact evaluations. Those efforts include 3IE, NONIE, WB’s impact evaluation initiatives, J-PAL, SEGA, and MDRC. The broad move towards results-based management (RBM) among public sector institutions in the mid-1990s21 is considered one of the main drivers for the larger efforts—3IE, NONIE and WB (Ofir 2007). The overall disappointment in the field with the lack of rigor in many evaluations 20



InterAction member agencies expend more than 13 billion U.S. dollars per year in international aid work. The RBM trend was lead by governments from developed countries such as the U.S., U.K. and Australia that started to refocus the way their agencies operate, with “improving performance (achieving better results) as the central orientation” (Binnendijk 2001, p. 6). It did not take long for the OECD member governments to require their international development agencies (bilateral agencies) to adopt this framework, as did most of the UN and other multilateral agencies such as the World Bank (UNFPA 2007). 21
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of development aid and the still quite profuse focus of such evaluations on measuring aid interventions’ outputs instead of outcomes/impacts can also be considered as important factors influencing the creation of such efforts. It is hard to think anyone would argue against the importance of conducting assessments of expected outcomes of an aid intervention using robust designs as supported by the agencies promoting those efforts. However, an unbalanced focus on outcome measurement, especially the ones that only try to measure a few variables overtime, carries the risk of reducing the evaluation function to a single criterion exercise—i.e., finding out whether the expected or planned outcomes were actually achieved. To determine the quality, value and importance of an aid intervention, however, a thorough evaluator needs to rely on several criteria that go way beyond measuring outcomes. Ethicality, side-effects (negative and positive), sustainability, exportability, environmental responsibility, and cost of the intervention are some of the key elements that need to be considered in any professional evaluation (Scriven 2007). In a presentation at the 2006 InterAction Forum, Chianca (2006) presented an illustration of what can be missed if the focus on measuring results is the sole criterion in an evaluation of an aid intervention: Let’s suppose a given INGO has as its mission reduce poverty in developing countries by supporting small farmers through ecologically sustainable practices and new technology. Indeed a series of impact evaluations of a significant cross-section of their programs shows that the program beneficiaries are significantly increasing their income—let’s assume here, for the matter of this exercise, that strong evidence has been found linking the program activities to the observed outcomes. This should certainly be a major factor demonstrating the organization’s effectiveness, right? Now, let’s suppose that we have an independent evaluator assessing some of the programs supported by this organization and we found out that in many instances: Thomaz K. Chianca, COMEA Communication and Evaluation Ltd.; Sept 2008



DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT (i) the parents are taking their children out of school, because they need their help with the larger crop they have as a result of the training, technical support, and input they received from the programs—a clear pernicious side-effect; (ii) many beneficiaries are selected based on level of friendship with community leaders or their specific ethnic group—a clear ethical issue; (iii) most programs are using an outdated technology, wasting resources that could have been used to benefit more people in the communities—a clear process issue; (iv) the programs are significantly more expensive than comparable alternatives—a clear cost issue; (v) the programs are helping participants increase their income by producing larger crops of specific products that even though in the short term will assure revenues to beneficiaries, given clear signs from the market (overseen by the planners at program inception), are not likely to last for very long—a clear flaw in the needs assessment; (vi) most main effects of the programs are not likely to last for long after the support from the international NGO ends—a clear sustainability problem; and (to close with a positive perspective) (vii) beneficiaries are being able to employ other community members that otherwise would not be employed, helping almost double the impact of the programs in reducing poverty—a clear positive unpredicted (and unreported) impact. Well, after taking into consideration those different factors, maybe our perception of how effective this INGO really is might change considerably… [the] main message … is that by focusing primarily on measuring the attainment of goals, evaluations will miss essential aspects that have a lot to say about the quality, value and importance of a program or an organization. If they are not adequately taken into account, conclusions about effectiveness of programs can become very sloppy, not to mention the planning of follow up actions based on these findings.
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Within the group of agencies dedicating their efforts to improve impact evaluations, there are some who have been advocating very strongly for the use of RCTs as the “golden standard” for aid evaluation. The agencies openly pushing this agenda include most of the research centers described earlier—J-PAL, SEGA and MDRC. The 3IE has moderated its initial, more radical (pro-RCT), position after receiving heavy criticisms from the aid evaluation community, including during the most recent conference of the African Evaluation Association (J. Rugh, personal communication, electronic message, February 7, 2007, 8:14 am). There is little dispute of the qualities of RCTs as a powerful method for assessing expected outcomes (causal effects) of a program and that identifying such outcomes is an important part of current program evaluation practice (Donaldson & Christie 2005). However, there are serious problems with the idea that RCTs should become the hegemonic method for determining impact (and causal relationships) of programs, including aid interventions. The American Evaluation Association in its response to the U.S. Department of Education’s notice of proposed priority to the use of RCTs to evaluate their programs, titled “Scientifically Based Evaluation Methods: RIN 1890-ZA00”22, made clear some of those problems. The main arguments used include: (i) RCTs are not the only method capable and scientifically rigorous enough to determine causal linkages between observed outcomes and an intervention (e.g., epidemiological studies linking lung cancer to tobacco and rats infestation to bubonic plague); (ii) RCTs can only deal with a limited number of isolated factors that are less likely to capture the multitude of complex factors influencing outcomes, being therefore less effective than other methods that are sensitive



22



Notice of proposed priority by the U.S. Department of Education, released in Dec 4, 2003, establishing the focus of Federal funding on “expanding the number of programs and projects Department wide that are evaluated under rigorous scientifically based research methods [aka, RCTs]…” (USDE 2003). In practice, this notice meant that virtually all funding for evaluation in the Department of Education would go to experiments using random allocation.
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to contextual factors (culture, local conditions, etc.) and open to capture unpredicted causal factors; (iii) there are situations when RCT designs need to be ruled out for ethical reasons (e.g., denying benefits to participants); and (iv) there are many cases when there is not enough data to fulfill the minimum requirements of sample size to develop a RCTs (AEA 2003). Davidson (2006) lists a number of important evaluands that would not get evaluated in case a radical option, such as the one defended by the Department of Education that generated the AEA response, that only evaluations using RCTs designs would be funded. Her list includes: (i) nationwide programs implemented at the same time (lack of control groups); (ii) programs that are complex, always changing, and differently implemented in different places (instability of measures); (iii) programs targeting small groups/minorities (sample too small);



and (iv) truly innovative



policies/programs (unpredicted outcomes). She also indicates that formative evaluations focusing on assessing the quality of processes and early results would not lend themselves to RCTs. In the international development field, RCTs have been used in quite limited situations when interventions are discrete and, apparently, homogeneous. Examples of such use include public health (school deworming), educational technology (use of flipcharts) and conditional cash transfer23 initiatives (Kremer n.d.). In reality, however, most aid interventions involve several complex components and are marked by (i) heterogeneity in delivery of services/benefits, (ii) possibility of being influenced by several different actors at non-predictable times (e.g., new government policies or programs), and (iii) need for constant adaptation to the changing environment. One could argue that some specific and smaller aspects or parts of those interventions may lend



23



Programs that provide small financial support to poor families in exchange for the adoption of some specific measures such as keeping children at school, and taking infants or pregnant women to regular medical visits.
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themselves to RCT studies, but not the interventions in their entirety. Instead of focusing on improvements of impact assessments, contributions to improve international aid evaluation should consider building on the knowledge and work of more holistic approaches and propose improved sets of evaluation standards to guide evaluation practice.



References 3IE -- International Initiative on Impact Evaluation (2007). Designing a New Entity for Impact Evaluation: Meeting Report. The Rockefeller Foundation Bellagio Study and Conference Center. Bellagio, Italy. 16-20 February 2007. Retrieved on 09/28/07 at www.cgdev.org/doc/eval%20gap/Bellagio_07_Meeting_Report.pdf. AEA – American Evaluation Association (2003). American Evaluation Association response to U. S. Department of Education notice of proposed priority, Federal Register RIN 1890-ZA00, November 4, 2003 "Scientifically based evaluation methods". Retrieved on 10/26/07 at: http://www.eval.org/doestatement.htm. ALNAP – Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action (2005). Assessing the quality of humanitarian evaluations: The ALNAP Quality Proforma 2005 (v. 02/03/05). London : ALNAP. ALNAP – Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action (2006). Evaluating humanitarian action using the OECDDAC criteria: An ALNAP guide for humanitarian agencies. London : Overseas Development Institute ALNAP – Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action (2007). ALNAP’s Website. Retrieved on 10/20/07 at: http://www.alnap.org/. Chianca, T. K. (2006). A critical view of interaction’s position statement on demonstrating NGO effectiveness. Retrieved on 10/24/07 at: http://interaction.org/library/detail. php ?id =5009. Chianca, T. K. (2007). International Aid Evaluation: An Analysis and Policy Proposals.



Thomaz K. Chianca, COMEA Communication and Evaluation Ltd.; Sept 2008



DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Western Michigan University, Kalamazoo. Clarke J. & Sachs B. (2007). “Room Document : Working Together : NONIE and 3IE”. Retrieved on 09/28/07 at: www.worldbank.org/ieg/nonie/docs/nonie%20and% 203ie.doc Clements, P. (2005a) Inventory of Evaluation Quality Assurance Systems. Unpublished manuscript prepared for the United Nations Development Program, November 7, 2005. Cracknell, B.E. (2000). Evaluating Development Aid – Issues, Problems and Solutions. London : Sage. Davidson, E.J. (2006). The RCTs-only doctrine: Brakes on the acquisition of knowledge? Journal of MultiDisplinary Evaluation, (5)iii-iv. Retrieved on 10/26/07 at: http://survey.ate.wmich.edu/jmde/index.php/jmde_1/article/view/ 35/45 Davies, R. & Dart, J. (2005). The ‘Most Significant Changes’ (MSC) Technique: A guide to its use. Retrieved on 10/06/07 at: http://www.mande.co.uk/docs/ ccdb.htm. Donaldson, S. & Christie, C. (2005). The 2004 Claremont debate: Lipsey vs. Scriven; Determining causality in program evaluation and applied research: Should experimental evidence be the gold standard? Journal of MultiDisciplinary Evaluation, (3)60-77. Retrieved on 10/26/07 at: http://evaluation.wmich.edu/ jmde/content/JMDE003content/PDFs%20JMDE%20003/5_The_2004_Claremont_ Debate_Lipsey_vs_Scriven.pdf. ECG – The Evaluation Cooperation Group (2007). ECGNet website. Retrieved on 10/06/07 at: https://wpqp1.adb.org/QuickPlace/ecg/Main.nsf/h_Toc/73ffb290104 78ff348257290000f43a6. EDEPO - Centre for the Evaluation of Development Policies (2007). Research Project: Income expectations, income risk. Centre for the Evaluation of Development Policies website. Retrieved on 09/28/07 at: http://www.ifs.org.uk/edepo/projects_ research.php?project_id=242. EPEWG - Evaluation and Program Effectiveness Working Group (2005). Position Statement on Demonstrating NGO Effectiveness. Washington DC : InterAction Evaluation and Program Effectiveness Working Group. Thomaz K. Chianca, COMEA Communication and Evaluation Ltd.; Sept 2008



DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT Goldenberg, D.A. (2001). Meta-Evaluation of Goal Achievement in CARE Projects: A Review of Findings and Methodological Lessons from CARE Final Evaluations, 1994-2000. CARE USA Program Division. Retrieved on 01/31/07 at http://www.care.ca/libraries/dme/CARE%20Documents%20PDF/CARE%20MEGA %20Evaluation%20Synthesis%20Report.pdf. Goldenberg, D.A. (2003). Meta-Evaluation of Goal Achievement in CARE Projects: A Review of Findings and Methodological Lessons from CARE Final Evaluations, 2001-2002. CARE USA Program Division. Retrieved on 01/31/07 at http://www.kcenter.com/phls/MEGA%202002.pdf IDEAS – International Development Evaluation Association (2005). President’s Report 2004-2005 presented by Sulley Gariba, IDEAS President. April 12, 2005. Ottawa, Canada : IDEAS. IDEAS – International Development Evaluation Association (2007). President’s Report 2006-2007 presented by Dr Marie-Hélène Adrien, IDEAS President. July 3rd, 2007. Ottawa, Canada : IDEAS. InterAction – American Council for International Voluntary Action (2005). Position Statement on Demonstrating NGO Effectiveness. Washington, DC : The Working Group on Evaluation and Program Effectiveness. Retrieved on 10/30/07 at: http://interaction.org/files.cgi/5031_Position_Statement_on_demonstrating_NGO_e ffectiveness.pdf. InterAction – American Council for International Voluntary Action (2007a). InterAction website. Retrieved on 08/16/07 at http://www.interaction.org/about/ index.html. IOCE – International Organisation for Cooperation in Evaluation (2007). IOCE website. Retrieved on 10/06/07 at: http://ioce.net/. J-PAL Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab (2007). Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab website. Retrieved on 09/29/07 at http://www.povertyactionlab.org/. Kremer, M. (n.d.). Randomized Evaluations of Educational Programs in Developing Countries: Some Lessons. Retrieved on 10/27/07 at: http://post.economics.harvard.edu/faculty/kremer/papers/Randomized_Evaluations. pdf.



Thomaz K. Chianca, COMEA Communication and Evaluation Ltd.; Sept 2008



DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT Kruse et al. (1997). Searching For Impact And Methods: NGO Evaluation Synthesis Study. A Report prepared for the OECD/DAC Expert Group on Evaluation. Retrieved on 01/28/07 at http://www.valt.helsinki.fi/ids/ngo/. Leading Edge Group (2007). Evaluation Gap Update April 2007. Center for Global Development website. Retrieved on 09/28/07 at: http://www.cgdev.org/ section/initiatives/_active/evalgap/eupdate. MDRC (2007). MDRC website. Retrieved on 09/28/07 at http://www.mdrc.org/. NONIE – Network of Networks on Impact Evaluation (2007). NONIE website. Retrieved on 09/29/07 at: http://www.worldbank.org/ieg/. OECD – Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (1992). Development Assistance Manual: DAC Principles for Effective Aid. Paris : OECD. OECD – Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (2007). An approach to dac guidance for evaluating conflict prevention and peacebuilding activities. Paris : DAC Network on Conflict, Peace and Development Co-operation & DAC Network on Development Evaluation. Ofir, Z. (2007, July 27). Seeking Impact Evaluation case studies for a Very Important Purpose. Message posted to the American Evaluation Association EVALTALK electronic mailing list, archived at http://bama.ua.edu/cgibin/wa?A1=ind0707d&L=evaltalk. Rockefeller Foundation, The (2007). Designing a New Entity for Impact Evaluation: Meeting Report. Bellagio, Italy : Rockefeller Foundation Bellagio Study and Conference Center. Rugh, J. R. (2007). The MEGA 2006 Evaluation: Meta-Evaluation of Goal Achievement by CARE Projects and Programs: A Synthesis of Findings and Methodological Lessons from CARE Evaluation Reports, 2005-2006. CARE USA Program Division. Unpublished document. Russon, C. (2005). Meta-Evaluation of Goal Achievement in CARE Projects: A Review of Findings and Methodological Lessons from CARE Final Evaluations, 2003-2004. CARE USA Program Division. Retrieved on 01/31/07 at http://pqdl.care.org/pv_obj_cache/pv_obj_id_3F0964E46D34E15DD78EB2D03DF Thomaz K. Chianca, COMEA Communication and Evaluation Ltd.; Sept 2008



DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT – DRAFT 1DFEFE1FC0200 Savedoff, W. D. et al. (2006). When Will We Ever Learn? Improving Lives through Impact Evaluation. Washington, D.C. : Center for Global Development. Retrieved on 01/31/07 at http://www.cgdev.org/content/publications/detail/7973. Scriven, M. (2007). The Key Evaluation Checklist. Retrieved on 09/07/07 at: http://www.wmich.edu/evalctr/checklists/kec_feb07.pdf. SEGA – Scientific Evaluation for Global Action (2007). Scientific Evaluation for Global Action website. University of California, Berkley. Retrieved on 09/28/07 at: http://cider.berkeley.edu/sega/. TEC – Tsunami Evaluation Coalition (2007). TEC’s Website. Retrieved on 10/21/07 at: http://www.tsunami-evaluation.org/home. UNEG – United Nations Evaluation Group (2005a). Standards for Evaluation in the UN System. New York : United Nations. UNEG – United Nations Evaluation Group (2005b). Norms for Evaluation in the UN System. New York : United Nations. UNEG – United Nations Evaluation Group (2007). The UN Evaluation Group Website. Retrieved on 10/04/07 at: http://www.uneval.org/. United Nations (2006). The Millennium Development Goals Report 2006. New York : United Nations. World Bank, The (2007a). PovertyNet website. Retrieved on 10/05/07 at: http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/EXTPOVERTY/0,,men uPK:336998~pagePK:149018~piPK:149093~theSitePK:336992,00.html. World Bank, The (2007b). Africa Impact Evaluation Initiative website. Retrieved on 10/05/07 at: http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/COUNTRIES/ AFRICAEXT/EXTIMPEVA/0,,menuPK:2620040~pagePK:64168427~piPK:64168 435~theSitePK:2620018,00.html.



Thomaz K. Chianca, COMEA Communication and Evaluation Ltd.; Sept 2008



























[image: efforts to improve the quality of international development ...]
efforts to improve the quality of international development ...












[image: efforts to improve teacher quality - Education Week]
efforts to improve teacher quality - Education Week












[image: efforts to improve teacher quality - Education Week]
efforts to improve teacher quality - Education Week












[image: efforts to improve teacher quality - Education Week]
efforts to improve teacher quality - Education Week












[image: Directions to Headmasters to improve the quality of Education.pdf ...]
Directions to Headmasters to improve the quality of Education.pdf ...












[image: buy-quality-tennis-racquets-online-to-improve-your-game.pdf  ...]
buy-quality-tennis-racquets-online-to-improve-your-game.pdf ...












[image: International Journal of Quality Science]
International Journal of Quality Science












[image: Improving the Quality of International Ethnobotany ...]
Improving the Quality of International Ethnobotany ...












[image: Using Meta-Reasoning to Improve the Performance of ...]
Using Meta-Reasoning to Improve the Performance of ...












[image: The Development of Several Algorithms to Improve Test Case ...]
The Development of Several Algorithms to Improve Test Case ...












[image: Improve your quality of hearing with the Jbl devices.pdf]
Improve your quality of hearing with the Jbl devices.pdf












[image: Improve your quality of hearing with the Jbl devices.pdf]
Improve your quality of hearing with the Jbl devices.pdf












[image: Using Meta-Reasoning to Improve the Performance of Case-Based ...]
Using Meta-Reasoning to Improve the Performance of Case-Based ...












[image: new methods to improve the propulsion performance of ...]
new methods to improve the propulsion performance of ...












[image: Quality-Consistent Estimates of International Schooling ...]
Quality-Consistent Estimates of International Schooling ...












[image: Centralize Your Fundraising Efforts with a CRM]
Centralize Your Fundraising Efforts with a CRM












[image: Effective Strategies to Improve Writing of ... - Keys to Literacy]
Effective Strategies to Improve Writing of ... - Keys to Literacy












[image: Quality Storytents (International Journal of Reality Therapy Fall ...]
Quality Storytents (International Journal of Reality Therapy Fall ...















efforts to improve the quality of international ...






USA) and government agencies (e.g., MexicoÂ´s Ministries of Education and ...... such use include public health (school deworming), educational technology (use ... 






 Download PDF 



















 167KB Sizes
 3 Downloads
 209 Views








 Report























Recommend Documents







[image: alt]





efforts to improve the quality of international development ... 

development programs through structured consultation with Member ... the organization listed in its website 14 members and 13 associate members including.














[image: alt]





efforts to improve teacher quality - Education Week 

subject area taught for beginning-teacher license. (2004-05). All high school teachers. All middle school teachers. Percent of secondary teachers who majored ... Massachusetts. Delaware. Georgia. Nevada. Vermont. Mississippi. Texas. Hawaii. Oregon. R














[image: alt]





efforts to improve teacher quality - Education Week 

93. 92. 91. 89. 89. 87. 86. 86. 85. 85. 82. 82. 81. 81. 81. 81. 81. 79. 78. 77. 77. 76. 75. 75. 75. 75. 74. 74. 74. 74. 73. 73. 72. 72. 72. 70. 70. 70. 69. 69. 67. 67. 66. 66. 66. 65. 65. 63. 63. 62. 61. â€”. Overall grade for efforts to improve teac














[image: alt]





efforts to improve teacher quality - Education Week 

Vermont. Mississippi. Texas. Hawaii. Oregon. Rhode Island. Washington. Minnesota. New Hampshire. Montana. Utah. Michigan. District of Columbia. Wyoming.














[image: alt]





Directions to Headmasters to improve the quality of Education.pdf ... 

There was a problem previewing this document. Retrying... Download. Connect more apps... Try one of the apps below to open or edit this item. Directions to ...














[image: alt]





buy-quality-tennis-racquets-online-to-improve-your-game.pdf ... 

buy-quality-tennis-racquets-online-to-improve-your-game.pdf. buy-quality-tennis-racquets-online-to-improve-your-game.pdf. Open. Extract. Open with. Sign In.














[image: alt]





International Journal of Quality Science 

Emerald Article: Comparing tools for service quality evaluation. Fiorenzo ... most famous tools (SERVQUAL) was evaluated according to some analysis.














[image: alt]





Improving the Quality of International Ethnobotany ... 

the intention of free and easy Internet access for any person in the world ..... I cannot find this available on the Internet nor in the libraries in my city. What should I ...














[image: alt]





Using Meta-Reasoning to Improve the Performance of ... 

CCL, Cognitive Computing Lab. Georgia Institute of ..... Once a game finishes, an abstracted trace is created from the execution trace that Darmok generates.














[image: alt]





The Development of Several Algorithms to Improve Test Case ... 

Izzat Alsmadi. Yarmouk University. CIS department ..... Page 3 of 4. The Development of Several Algorithms to Improve Test Case Generation1569166482.pdf.














[image: alt]





Improve your quality of hearing with the Jbl devices.pdf 

without any hassle. Page 1 of 1. Improve your quality of hearing with the Jbl devices.pdf. Improve your quality of hearing with the Jbl devices.pdf. Open. Extract.














[image: alt]





Improve your quality of hearing with the Jbl devices.pdf 

without any hassle. Page 1 of 1. Improve your quality of hearing with the Jbl devices.pdf. Improve your quality of hearing with the Jbl devices.pdf. Open. Extract.














[image: alt]





Using Meta-Reasoning to Improve the Performance of Case-Based ... 

formance over a period of time. Fox and Leake [8] developed a system to improve the retrieval of a CBR system using meta-reasoning. Their work used a model.














[image: alt]





new methods to improve the propulsion performance of ... 

When he takes time to visualize the irregular nature of the currents which flow into the propeller disc he must certainly feel great admiration for a propulsion ...














[image: alt]





Quality-Consistent Estimates of International Schooling ... 

cross-sectional earnings of a forty-five year old high school graduate is a good .... internal rates of return to school attainment and these can then be used in .... completing an order form, or determining the amount of interest on a loan from an.














[image: alt]





Centralize Your Fundraising Efforts with a CRM 

Reaching donors, volunteers and email subscribers ... personalized email messages based on .... Download this template: http://www.johnhaydon.com/plan ...














[image: alt]





Effective Strategies to Improve Writing of ... - Keys to Literacy 

in government, construction, manufacturing, service industries, ..... the computer with word-processing software produces a neat and legible script. ...... Writing:A ticket to workâ€¦ or a ticket out:A survey ..... management of writing strategies.














[image: alt]





Quality Storytents (International Journal of Reality Therapy Fall ... 

Persamaan dasar akuntansi memiliki tiga komponen penting yaitu aktiva, kewajiban, dan modal. Akun- akun ... DAP also focuses on what Auerbach (2001) refers ... Quality Storytents (International Journal of Reality Therapy Fall, 2004).pdf.


























×
Report efforts to improve the quality of international ...





Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description















Close
Save changes















×
Sign In






Email




Password







 Remember Password 
Forgot Password?




Sign In



















Information

	About Us
	Privacy Policy
	Terms and Service
	Copyright
	Contact Us





Follow us

	

 Facebook


	

 Twitter


	

 Google Plus







Newsletter























Copyright © 2024 P.PDFKUL.COM. All rights reserved.
















