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Abstract

Evaluation isakey tool in effortsto improve accountability and performance
in the operation of the international humanitarian aid system. However,
humanitarian aid has been subjected to less rigorous monitoring and eval uation
procedures than those applied to development aid. As the share of overseas
devel opment assistance all ocated to humanitarian aid hasrisen, and awareness
of the complexity of humanitarian assistance has increased, so the need to
devel op appropriate methodol ogiesfor the evaluation of relief aid hasbecome

more apparent.

This Good Practice Review is the written output of an OECD/DAC project
initiated to identify and disseminate best practice in the evaluation of
humanitarian assistance programmes. The study seeks to improve the
consistency and quality of evaluation methodologies, and enhance the
accountability function of evaluation, contributeto ingtitutionalising thelessons
learned, and identify better methodsfor monitoring performance of humanitarian

aid operations.

About the Author

Alistair Hallam is an economist with nine years overseas experience
in Sudan, Somalia, Mozambique, Tanzania and Vietnam with UN
agencies, local governments and NGOs, predominantly in relief
management roles.

During 1995 he formed part of the core-team undertaking Study IlI
“Humanitarian Aid and Effects” of the Joint Evaluation of Emergency
Assistance to Rwanda. While preparing this present study, he worked
as a Research Fellow within the Humanitarian Policy Group in ODI
and provided support to the RRN team by taking editorial responsibility
for a Network Paper, contributing articles to the Newsletter and
assisting with the preparation of the Update, Publications and
Conference sections. In addition he also participated in an evaluation
on rehabilitation and war-to-peace transition issues in Angola and
Mozambique undertaken by COWI Consult, the Chr. Michelsen
Institute and the London School of Oriental and African Studies.

Alistair now works as an Economic Adviser at the UK Department for
International Development (DFID).

sarouabJaws xa1dwod ul STNINVIOOYd FONVLSISSY NVIMVLINYINAH ONILVNTVAT: * « -« *




EVALUATING HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE PROGRAMMES in complex emergencies: « « - -

Acknowledgements

Many thanks are due to the large number of individuals who participated in
meetings where drafts of the Good Practice Review were discussed, and who
sent commentsto the author. The consultation processwasextensive, anditis
impossibleto mention by nameall thosewho helped. However, al contributions
werevery much appreciated.

A large vote of thanks must go to al my colleagues within the Humanitarian
Policy Group of ODI. John Borton, Laura Gibbons, Caroline Dobbing, Sarah
Geileskey and Sarah Longford have all played key rolesin the production of
this GPR, generously sharing with the author their expertise and their time.
Their friendship has also been much valued. In addition, thanksto Helen Awan,
Koenraad Van Brabant, Jo Macrae, Nick Leader, Aidan Cox and Angela
O’ Brien (all of ODI).

A debt of gratitude is owed to Niels Dabelstein who encouraged us at ODI to
develop the proposal and who then guided the work through the DAC, in his
role as Chair of the DA C Working Party on Aid Evaluation. Hisinput into this
work really began much earlier, when hewas one of the key peopleinvolvedin
commissioning and managing the Joint Evaluation of Emergency Aid to
Rwanda. Interest in'good practicein eval uating emergency programmes arose
asaresult of thisexercise.

Two meetings were crucial in helping to shape the final output: ameeting in
Copenhagen in January 1998, jointly organised by Danidaand ODI, attended
by members of the DAC Working Party on Aid Evaluation and by
representatives of NGOs, the UN and the Red Cross movement; and ameeting
in Canberrain March 1998, funded by the Australian Government and attended
by donor representatives and a small group of people actively involved in
humanitarian assistance evaluation.

Special thanks are due to those reviewers and commentators who showed a
continued interest in the work throughout the process and who alwayshad time
to discuss ideas and offer advice: Andre Griekspoor (MSF-H), John Kirkby
and Phil O'Keefe (ETC UK), Raymond Apthorpe (ANU), Jerry Adams (Tear
Fund), Susan Purdin (SPHERE Project), John Telford (EMMA Ltd.), Claes
Bennedich (SIDA) and John Eriksson (independent).



Both Lowell Martin (UNHCR) and Des Gasper (1SS) kindly let me use parts
of their work in the Review; |zzy Birch (Oxfam) provided useful case study
material; Dr Steve Collins (independent), Bruce Laurence (MERLIN), Janice
Giffen (Oxfam), Dr Nancy Mock (Tulane University), Richard Blewitt (British
Red Cross), Claude Forthomme (FAO), Gary McGurk (SCF-UK), Susanne
Jaspars (independent), Peter Hawkins (SCF-UK), Chris L eather (independent),
Polly Byers(USAID), KateAlley (UNICEF), Ted Kliest (Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Netherlands), Kari Karanko (Finnida), Dr Horst Breier (BWZ), Chris
Raleigh (DFID), lan Shaw (University of Cardiff), Antonio Donini (OCHA),
Dr Marco Ferrari (Swiss Disaster Relief Unit), Peter Walker (IFRC), Jacques
Stroun (ICRC), Sara Davidson (Peoplein Aid), Hans Lundgren (OECD) and
Louisa Chan (WHO) al provided valuable help at various stages. A large
number of staff at FAO, WFP, the Emergency Unit of the Italian Ministry of
Cooperation, MSF-F, ACF, Epicentre, the Cellule d’ Urgence at the French
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, LWF, ICRC, IFRC, OCHA, DFID, OXFAM, the
World Bank, USAID, ActionAid, World Vision -UK, SCF-UK, CARE and the
British Red Crossgaveuptimeto beinterviewed, or to respond to questionnaires.

Thanks are due to Danida, Finnida, DFID, The Netherlands Development
Corporation and the RRN for funding the work that led to this GPR.

Despite the valuabl e assistance of all those mentioned, ultimate responsibility
for errors and omissions rests solely with the author.

The Review is dedicated to Ann Gray for her support and patience.

Preface

This Good Practice Review (GPR) has been through an unusually long
validation process. The process began with the circulation of a questionnaire
in July 1997 to 50 key individuals involved in humanitarian aid evaluations
and the analysis of the 16 responses (aswell asareview of approximately 70
humanitarian assistance evaluation reports and synthesis studies).

This was followed by interviews with approximately 65 individuals in 30
(funding, channelling and implementing) humanitarian agenciesin Paris, Rome,
Geneva, New York, Washington and the UK. Preliminary findings and early
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drafts of this report were presented at a number of forainvolving evaluation
managers and humanitarian organisations. Finally, successive draft reports
have been commented upon by arange of individualst. Thewhole processhas
taken over oneyear. Asaconsequence, thefindingsdo not simply represent the
views of the author, but reflect awider range of opinion.

Thefirst substantive discussion of the project took place at the October 1997
meeting of the Active Learning Network on Accountability and Performance
in Humanitarian Assistance (ALNAP) in London?. This was followed by a
meeting convened by Danidaunder the auspices of the DAC Working Party on
Aid Evaluation in Copenhagen in January 1998, involving the representatives
of 16 bilateral and multilateral donor organisations, 6 UN agencies, the IFRC
and the ICRC and 5 NGOs. This meeting was particularly helpful in alerting
the author to the different needs of different groups within the international
humanitarian aid system and providing val uabl e feedback on aspects of good
practice.

The study also benefited considerably from aworkshop supported by AusAlD
and jointly organised by the National Centre for Development Studies at the
Australian National University, Canberra and ODI which brought together a
small group of evaluation specialists and practitioners with experience in
evaluating complex emergenciesfor four days of discussionsonthe management
of humanitarian aid evaluation. In addition the work was presented to the UK
NGO Evaluation Group (REMAPP), the Evaluation Working Group of the
UK Development Studies Assaciation andto the April 1998 Annual Forum of
the US NGO umbrella organisation, InterAction.

ThisGPR isjust one of the products of an ODI-implemented project toidentify
and disseminate best practice in the evaluation of humanitarian assistance
programmes. This project was approved by the Expert Group on Aid Evaluation
of the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) in April 1997, in
order to enhancethe effectiveness of the evaluation processin the humanitarian
field. It was funded by Danida, Finnida, the Netherlands Development
Cooperation, the UK Department For International Development and ODI’s
own Relief and Rehabilitation Network.
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Key Findings and
Recommendations

The aim, purpose and outcome of an
evaluation

» Evaluations offer a chance to reflect upon the events leading to a
humanitarian crisis and the responses to that crisis, and to
determine whether procedures can be altered to improve
responses in the future.

* Formal evaluations result in written reports, which contribute to
enhancing transparency and accountability, and allow for lessons
to be learned across programmes and agencies.

* Given the high turnover of staff in emergency situations,
evaluations provide a means for organisations to retain and build
institutional memory.

* Evaluations are a way of examining the effectiveness of
relationships within an organisation. They provide staff an
opportunity to discuss issues of concern without prejudicing their
position.

* Evaluations, if correctly carried out, with the beneficiaries’
perspective as a central component of the process, can go some
way towards improving the system’s accountability ‘downwards’.

* Evaluations of humanitarian assistance programmes should be
seen as a contribution to a dialogue about programme
performance, and not as a “judgement from above”.
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Planning an evaluation in the wider context

* The capacity to carry out “wider-scope”, system-wide evaluations,
in a regular and organised manner needs to be developed within
the international humanitarian system. System-wide evaluations
are particularly important where local governments are weak,
where coordinating structures for the international response do
not exist or lack support, or for regional emergencies where no
regional coordination structure exists. Individual project
evaluations can fail to pick up on “system-wide” features, such
as the overlap of activities, gaps in provision, and the lack of a
global strategic framework.

* Humanitarian agencies’ willingness to move from a position of
offering relief on the margins of a conflict, to becoming
considerably more involved in the theatre of conflict itself, requires
evaluators to acknowledge the wider political context of
emergencies, and the potential political impact of humanitarian
programmes.

e It is important for the terms of reference to be grounded in the
broader questions concerning the nature of the problem and the
effectiveness with which it was addressed. The way in which
those questions specific to each evaluation are framed is likely to
evolve, as the study proceeds. The terms of reference should,
therefore, be treated as negotiable by the Evaluation Managers
and the Evaluation Team.

The timing and scope of an evaluation

* Clarity over evaluation objectives will make the whole process
clearer and easier. Evaluation Managers should allow adequate
time for this critical stage of identifying the objectives of the study.




There are strong arguments in favour of carrying out an evaluation
of a humanitarian assistance operation or a complex emergency
while it is still ongoing rather than waiting for the operation to
wind down.

Humanitarian assistance is essentially a ‘top down’ process.
Humanitarian agencies are often poor at consulting or involving
members of the affected population and beneficiaries or their
assistance. Consequently, there can often be considerable
discrepancy between the agency’s perception of its performance
and the perceptions of the affected population and beneficiaries.
Experience shows that interviews with beneficiaries can be one
of the richest sources of information in evaluations of humanitarian
assistance. Interviews with a sample of the affected population
should be a mandatory part of any humanitarian assistance
evaluation.

Evaluations should comment on the impact of humanitarian aid
programmes, and not focus solely on monitoring the efficiency
of project implementation. However, humanitarian programmes
often take place in complex, confused circumstances, where plans
change regularly, where information is scarce and where little is
predictable. As a result, qualitative and deductive methods of
measuring impact, that involve beneficiaries, are likely, in general,
to be more appropriate than methods that seek to be ‘scientifically
rigorous’.

Evaluations of humanitarian assistance programmes should
include an assessment of measures to provide protection to the
affected population. In many emergency situations, the first needs
of a population under threat may be protection from murder and
harassment, as well as from discrimination that can lead to
exclusion from basic services. The evaluation should also assess
what measures have been taken to mitigate potential negative
conseguences of the humanitarian programme.
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* Evaluations of humanitarian assistance programmes can benefit
from the use of the additional evaluation ‘sub-criteria’ of
‘connectedness’, ‘coverage’, ‘coherence’, ‘cost-effectiveness’, and
‘appropriateness’.

Implications for programme monitoring

* Monitoring systems for humanitarian assistance programmes
should take full account of the needs of evaluations. This will
require:

i) the use of data collection systems that facilitate evaluations
and cross-agency, Cross-programme comparisons;

ii) agreement to be reached on the indicators that should be
monitored by all agencies. Potentially the Sphere Minimum
Technical Standards project under way within the NGO
community will provide such agreement on key indicators;

iiija commitment by implementing agencies to facilitate
evaluations through the management of filing and information
systems so that key reports showing the decision-making
process are easily accessible.

Communication — a vital two-way process

* The emergence of key issues throughout the evaluation requires
flexibility of approach, with good lines of communication
between the Evaluation Manager and the team on an on-going
basis.

* Evaluators need to be aware of how difficult it can be for those
caught up in conflict and instability to discuss what they have
experienced. Regardless of who the team is interviewing, it is
important that they bear in mind, and as far as possible empathise
with, the experiences that their interviewees have endured.




In evaluations of humanitarian assistance programmes, interviews
are generally the most important source of information on what
happened and why. Evaluators need to talk to a wide range of
‘stakeholders’, to build up as complete and balanced picture of
an intervention as possible: agency staff, local NGO partners,
host government officials — national and provincial — and UN
officials.

At the end of the evaluators field visit, there should be a workshop
where the main findings are presented to the stakeholders.

For accountability purposes, and for reasons of clarity, evaluators
should make sure that the link between their findings and the
evidence used is clear. Output data should be presented,
whenever available, not only for accountability purposes, but
also to allow the reader to make his or her own judgement as to
the overall findings of the evaluator. The logic of the evaluator
should be clear and convincing. At the same time, it must not be
assumed that evaluators are infallible — methodological clarity
enhances the accountability of the evaluator to those being
evaluated.

A draft report should always be prepared and circulated for
comment to those organisations and individuals involved in the
evaluation. Adequate time is needed for it to be considered and
for comments to be received.

Evaluations of humanitarian assistance programmes should
include an assessment of the links between costs and performance.
Cost-efficiency analysis is generally not possible for ‘relief’
programmes even where ‘full’ cost-effectiveness analysis is not.
Too many evaluations make recommendations in the absence of
any sense of the costs associated with alternative approaches.
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Follow-up to an evaluation

To maximise the effectiveness of the evaluation process, there
needs to be an organised follow-up, that tracks responses to
recommendations made in the evaluation report.

Evaluations are of potential interest to agency managers,
beneficiary representatives, local governments, donor officials,
students of humanitarian issues, the press, as well as the general
public. Ideally, each audience should receive a different products
tailored to their needs. While the availability of resources for
publication will generally limit what can be done in this respect,
it is important to underline that attention to the dissemination of
evaluation results is as important as carrying-out the evaluation
in the first place.

Evaluation reports need to be “sold”. Donors, field officers and
agency staff need to be enthused, excited and convinced that the
evaluation report is important and should be read. While selling
the report is more the responsibility of the management group
than the evaluation team, marketing strategies could be included
in negotiated follow-up actions in order to help steering committee
members sell the evaluation report within their own organization.




Introduction

and objective as possible, of an on-going or completed project,

programme or policy, its design, implementation and results. Theaim
is to determine the relevance and fulfilment of objectives, developmental
efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability. An eval uation should provide
information that is credible and useful, enabling the incorporation of lessons
learned into the decision-making process of both recipients and donors’ (see
Box 1, overledf).

The OECD/DAC: define evaluation as “an assessment, as systematic

When looking at the design of the programme, the evaluator needs to assess
how the problem wasidentified and analysed by the donor and/or implementing
agency: who was consulted, what skillsdid they have, what wastheinformation
base on which decisions were taken? How was it decided which methods of
intervention, partners and procedures should be used? How were priorities
set? What assumptions were made, and on what basis? Were assumptions
linked to risk analysis?

Assessment of the implementation process involves looking at staff — their
skillsand the way that they are organised and operate. Were decision-makers
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Box 1
Definition of Terms*

= Aid is efficient if ‘it uses the least costly resources necessary to
achieve its objectives’. This implies, inter alia, that ‘the aid can
gain the most results for its economic contributions’.

= FEffectiveness of aid relates to the effects of aid vis-a-vis the
objectives set. Aid is effective to the extent that the objectives are
achieved.

= Impactis a wider term. It refers to the ‘effect (of an aid intervention)
on its surroundings in terms of technical, economic, socio-cultural,
institutional and environmental factors’.

= Sustainability refers to the extent to which the objectives of an
activity will continue (to be reached) after the project assistance
is over’.

able to access important information? Were the right skills available to allow
actorsto analyseinformation and respond appropriately? L ogistics, procurement
and strategy — and decision-making processes will need to be assessed: were
outputs achieved inthe most efficient manner? How wastherel ationship between
donors and implementing partners? And between partners in the field? Did
actors share information on aregular basis? It will aso include assessing the
monitoring, reporting and eval uation procedures and theway an agency interacts
with beneficiaries.

Finally, the results need to be examined. Were programme outputs appropriate?
Wasthe programme eff ective? What was theimpact of theintervention onthe
lives of beneficiaries? Did the programme achieve what it set out to do?

In an ideal world, the evaluator would find that there was adequate
documentation and institutional memory to allow for consideration of all these
elements of aprogramme, that programme objectiveswere clearly stated from
the outset, that indicators that could measure the achievement of objectives
were selected in advance, and that amonitoring system was established from
the outset that resulted in the collection of the appropriate data. In practice,



however, none of these conditions may apply. While there are measures that
can betaken to improvethe eff ectiveness of the eval uation process (see Chapter
4 on page 37), the evaluation of humanitarian assistance programmes,
particularly those undertaken in an environment of conflict and instability, will
aways present significant challenges. It is these challenges that occupy the
bulk of this Good Practice Review (GPR).

1.1 Audienceand scope

ThisGPRisaimed at thoseinvolved inthe eval uation of humanitarian assistance
programmes, whether in NGOs, official aid departments, the UN system or
Red Cross organisations. Inevitably, not all of the material inthe GPR will be
relevant to all thosein theintended audience. However, the humanitarian system
involves many actors working interdependently and it isimpossible to target
one specific audience alone. Thismeansthat recommendati ons have been made
that are beyond the capacity of oneindividual organisation, and whosefulfilment
may require co-operation amongst a number of actors.

The report is intended both to encourage the practice of evaluation and to
make the eval uation experience aproductive one. The GPR does not attempt to
describein detail al the possible eval uation tool s discussed. There are numerous
textsthat provide guidance on specific eval uation issues (such as participatory
evaluation techniques, for example), and it is recommended that the reader
wishing to know should consult such texts. A list of further reading can be
found on page 123.

This GPR is designed both for those undertaking evaluations, and for those
working on programmes being evaluated. The author of thisreview has been
involved in a number of evaluations of humanitarian assistance programmes
and hasfound that thereis often consi derabl e uncertainty, amongst field-based
personnel, asto therational e and justification for the eval uation. On occasions,
this is manifested in terms of some hostility towards the evaluators. More
often, however, it means that the evaluation process is not as effective as it
could be, and that field-based staff lose an opportunity to use the evaluation
processto raiseimportant issuesand bring about needed changein programmes.

This GPR focuses on the evaluation of humanitarian assistance programmes
rather than on development aid programmes more generally. While there is
much in common between devel opment and humanitarian aid eval uations, there

sarouabJaws xa]dwod ul STNINVIOOYd FONVLSISSY NVIMVLINYINAH ONILVNTVAT- -



EVALUATING HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE PROGRAMMES in complex emergencies: « « - -

are also sufficient differences to justify a publication dedicated to the latter,
particularly inlight of the substantial increasesin expenditureson humanitarian
assistance over the last decade. The GPR also concentrates primarily on
‘complex emergencies’ (see Box 2, opposite).

This GPR is designed to help programme managers who are concerned with
both improving performance and increasing accountability in respect of their
programmes. It is motivated by the experience of anumber of evaluators that
has shown that humanitarian assistance eval uations are often limited in impact
because: they are‘ added-on’ at the end of aprogramme, rather than being built
into programme design (al so common for evaluations of development aid); key
dataon which to build analysisislacking; key staff have moved on by thetime
theevaluationiscarried out; key questions are not asked; they are unnecessarily
rushed, with inadequatetimeto consult with those most affected by programmes,
and to allow for adeguate feedback once the report iswritten; and, they fail to
comment substantively upon impact.



Box 2
Complex emergencies

The term ‘complex emergency’ was coined in Mozambique in the
late 1980’s as a way for aid agencies to acknowledge that
humanitarian assistance needs were being generated by armed
conflict as well as by periodic ‘natural disaster’ events, such as
cyclones and droughts, while avoiding the use of terms such as ‘civil
war’ and ‘conflict’ which were sensitive terms in the Mozambican
context at the time. Since then, the term ‘complex emergency’ has
entered widespread usage as a way of differentiating those situations
where armed conflict and political instability are the principal causes
of humanitarian needs from those where natural hazards are the
principal cause of such needs.

While some consider the use of the term ‘complex emergency’
unhelpful, as it implies that some disasters are not ‘complex’, the
term is useful in that highlights the fact that situations involving
political instability and armed conflict do make a difference to the
way in which humanitarian problems can be tackled. These
differences, in turn, have implications for the evaluation process.

A ‘typical’ complex emergency is characterised by:

* a collapse of state functions

* intra-state rather than inter-state conflict

» difficulty in differentiating between combatants and civilians

* violence directed towards civilians and civil structures

» fluidity of the situation on the ground

* alack or absence of normal accountability mechanisms

* the potential and actual development of war economies

* the potential for humanitarian assistance to prolong the conflict
* a multiplicity of actors

See Annex Il on page 105 for further discussion.
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Benefits and costs of
evaluations

2.1 Benefits

The OECD/DAC guidelines on aid evaluation® state that “the main
purposes of evaluation are: to improve future aid policy, programmes
and projectsthrough feedback of lessonslearned; to provide abasisfor
accountability, including the provision of information to the public”.

Evauationsareanintegral part of the project cycle, and akey meansby which
agencies seek to learn lessons from their work and then incorporate theseinto
future policy and practice. Such ‘organisational learning’ isapre-requisitefor
more wide-reaching ‘institutional learning’, a process by which lessons are
learnt between and across agencies®. Given the high turnover of staff in
emergency situations, evaluations provide ameansfor retaining and building
institutional memory. Therapid growth in expenditures, combined with policy
uncertainty of how to respond effectively to complex emergencies, has created
a particular need to invest in ‘learning from experience’ at this stage in the
devel opment of the humanitarian assistance system.

Humanitarian agency workers, particularly in long-running emergency
situations, can find themselves working in a relative state of isolation. The
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extent of their work and their achievements can be known only to very few
outsidetheir immediate group. Thiscan lead to asituation where fundamental
guestions and assumptions go untested, with the result that the impact of the
work may be reduced. Evaluations offer a chance to reflect upon the events
that lead to ahumanitarian crisisand the responsesto that crisis. Where people
areinvolved in making important decisionsin theface of what can be significant
pressures, it isimportant that thereis an opportunity to pauseto review whether
these decisionsweretheright ones, and whether procedures can be changed to
encourage better decision-making inthefuture.

It is particularly important for the international (humanitarian) system
collectively to create the spacein which to learn lessonsfrom eventsthat may
have seemed beyond its control at the time. For example, when a million
Rwandans entered Goma in July 1994, agencies simply had to put all their
energiesinto thetask of providing assistance. The question of why theinflux
happened, and whether the response could have been improved still needed
analysis, albeit something only possible sometime after the eventsin question.

Evaluations serve as an important means of documenting what actually
happened in an operation. Indeed, they are often the only consolidated source
that provides an historical account of how a programme progressed. The fact
that formal evaluations result in written reports contributes to enhancing
transparency and accountability, even on those occasionswherethe evaluation
reveals little that was not already known by the staff involved. In addition, a
written report meansthat lessons can be shared more easily across programmes
and agencies, and come to form valuable case study examples for training
courses and teaching programmes.

Thelink between those closest to aproblem, on the ground, and those, perhaps
in headquarters, who are taking key decisions, isacritical one. If this breaks
down, there can be serious consequencesfor programme effectiveness. Formal
evaluations are an important way of assessing this link, to check whether
messagesfrom thefield, whether from agency staff or beneficiaries, areworking
themselves upwards to policy makers. Problems can arise because of poor
information systems, or because those at field level are cautious of making
strong criticisms of programmes that may reflect upon their colleagues,
immediate superiors or those who may control the resources they need for
survival. An evaluation should offer field staff the space to discuss issues of



concern to them which can then be presented more‘ neutrally’ by the evaluator.
Where' outsiders areinvolved, new perspectivescan begained on old problems.

Humanitarian assistance tends to involve a very ‘top-down’ approach, with
beneficiaries often barely involved in management decisions. Accountability
often tends to be ‘upwards’ to donors and senior managers, with very little
‘downward’ accountability to beneficiaries. Evaluations, if correctly carried
out, withthe beneficiaries’ perspective asacentral component of the process,
can go someway towardsimproving the system’saccountability ‘ downwards'.
Such issues are discussed at greater length later in the paper.

2.2 Costs

On the downside, evaluations are often seen as imposed from above, costly
and unnecessary. Thereisafear, among humanitarian agency workers, that an
external evaluation will result in judgements being made about their work by
individuals who do not understand the complexity of the situation. Thereis
al'so aconcern that, even where the evaluation makes a correct assessment, it
will not make any difference, and will befiled and forgotten.

There is no easy response to such criticisms. There is no denying that some
evaluations are poorly prepared and carried out, absorb valuable staff timein
the field, and result in poor quality reports. However, there is a'so no doubt
that other evaluations — even when imposed on an agency by donors— can be
of considerable benefit. By improving theway inwhich evaluationsare carried
out, and by enhancing field staff’s understanding of the evaluation process, it
is hoped that this GPR will increase the proportion of evaluations providing
real benefits to programmes. At the same time, there is a need for the
organisationsinvolved to make effortsto improvetheway inwhich they learn,
so that lessons emerging through the evaluation process feed through into
improved policy and practice.

It needs pointing out —to those who object to the spending of aid resourceson
evaluations—that the costs of not regularly assessing programmes can bevery
high, in financial and human terms. Cost-effectiveness analysis during the
Rwanda evaluation (Borton et al, 1996), for example, revealed that freight
costsfrom Indian Ocean portsto the refugee areaswere US $70 -85 per tonne
using rail wherever possible, compared to US $115-34 per tonne by road.
Given that approximately 170,000 tonnes of food were transported in 1994
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alone, the impact on budgets of using the right channel were enormous. The
OLSReview (Karimet al, 1996) found that reductionsin emergency food aid
designedto increase self-reliance were not justified on the basis of information
gathered, and were having a possibly serious negative effect on beneficiaries.
The evaluation led to important changesin the programme.

Itisdifficult to be categorical about the amount of money needed to conduct an
evaluation. One consultancy company that has carried out a number of
evaluationsrecommends, asarule of thumb, that 2% of total programme costs
should be assigned for evaluation (with 4% for monitoring)’. One of the most
expensive humanitarian assistance evaluations of recent times — the Joint
Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda® — cost over US $1 million.
However, thiswas not even one tenth of one percent of the volume of funds
spent inthe Great L akesin thefirst year of the emergency response. Evenif the
result is only small improvements in the humanitarian system, benefits can
significantly outweigh costs.

Evaluations are also sometimes used as a substitute for good management,
with evaluators finding that they are expected to gather data and make
recommendations on issues that should have been resolved much earlier.
Evaluations can also be used cynically to ‘rubber stamp’ decisions already
taken. Neither use is appropriate, and is only likely to leave most of the
participants dissatisfied and frustrated with the eval uation process.



Key considerations

3.1 Scopeand natureof an evaluation®

There iswidevariationinthe scope of humanitarian assistance evauations,
with evaluations of a single project undertaken by a single agency at
one extreme and total system evaluations of the response by the
international community to the whole conflict at the other. In the middle are
singlebilateral programme studiesand partial system studies, aswell asthematic
evaluations (e.g. programmes for refugees, or IDPs, etc.) and sectoral
evaluations (health interventions, etc.).

Audit, evaluation and review

A distinction is commonly made between ‘audit’, ‘evaluation’ and ‘review’:
unlike reviews, eval uationsinvolve amorethorough assessment of impact, the
writing of areport, and theinvolvement of individuals not normally associated
with the day-to-day running of the programme. Reviews are generally more
regular, lessonerous, and sometimes purely verbal processes. Both areimportant
components of amanagement system, and complement each other. Traditionally
auditstend to be associated with financia accountability, and concentrate more
uponindividual honesty and integrity, rather than the broader achievements of
aprogramme'°.
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Box 3
System-wide evaluations

It is important to note that there is currently no capacity in the system
for regularly promoting and organising ‘system-wide’ evaluations,
despite recognition of the importance of system-wide factors in
influencing the effectiveness of a humanitarian response. The Joint
Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda, for example, was
carried out only due to the efforts of a few key individuals, who
pushed the process forwards.

However, the nature of the findings of the Rwanda evaluation
underline the importance of system-wide evaluations, particularly
where local governments are weak, where coordinating structures
for the international response do not exist or lack support, or for
regional emergencies where no regional coordination structure exists.
The performance of individual agencies may be good, in terms of
meeting their own objectives, but major problems may arise with
regard to the overlap of activities, gaps in provision, and the lack of
a global strategic framework. Individual project evaluations can fail
to pick up on these ‘system-wide’ features. ‘Wider-scope’ evaluations
are needed that look outside the present institutional frameworks
used for managing humanitarian assistance programmes, as these
frameworks are often a reflection of historical processes, rather than
the most effective structure in which to provide assistance.

The logistics of organising a large-scale multi-agency evaluation,
however, can be considerable, and there is arguably only a finite
number of such studies that the system as a whole can absorb. Such
evaluations do not, in any case, substitute for programme evaluations.
Perhaps the lesson for managers in the field, is to consider how their
evaluation plans might be harmonised with the evaluation plans of
other agencies operating in the same area, in order that the process
is more effective. Coordinating evaluations also has the benefit of
limiting duplication (particularly where a programme has been
funded by a number of donors who might otherwise all wish to
conduct their own evaluations), thus cutting costs and saving staff
time.




Policy or project evaluations

Another important distinction commonly made between typesof evaluationis
whether they are ‘policy’ or ‘project’ evaluations. While such adistinctionis
somewhat artificial, itisuseful asameansof highlighting therange of techniques
required of evaluators.

Policy evaluation, broadly speaking, focuses on principle-, rationale- and
objective-setting, and predictive and explanatory theory. It looks at the
framework of understanding, beliefs and assumptions that make individual
projects possible as well as desirable. The focus of policy evaluations often
includesthe mandates of agenciesand their ideologiesand ingtitutions, oftenin
aframework which compares one agency or set of agencieswith another. Project
evaluation, onthe other hand, focuses predominantly on the actual performance
of operations set-up within such aframework (indeed, often assuming that the
framework isessentially unproblematic).

Policy evaluations seek out the inherent tensions or contradictionsin policy
objectives, through tools such as discourse analysis and |ogic-of-argument
analysis. For example, adonor may seek to combinerelief, development and
peace objectivesinits policy towards complex emergencies (see Box 4 below).
Discursive, philosophical, theoretical analysis may show these to be
counteractive or contradictory. At the same time, if empirical evidence
demonstratesthat actual operations have been successful, despite convincing
theoretical argument against apolicy being justifiable, then policy evaluation
should take thisinto account and policy be modified accordingly.

Box 4
Discourse analysis

Discourse analysis involves the recognition of the fact that ‘there is
a plurality of values and arguments available for thinking about any
specific policy issue. Analysis, therefore, has to be part of a process
in which these several points of view are taken into account or
directly included in the analysis.” [White,1994 in Gasper and
Apthorpe, 1996]. Discourse analysis involves a high level of multi-
disciplinary analysis, in comparison to more traditional research
methods.
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'Policy evaluation involvesaprocess of ‘validating’, through argument, rather
than ‘verifying’, through some‘ scientific’ process, the variousinterpretations.
In thisrespect, it isa " discipline comparable with judicial procedures of legal
interpretation, having a logic of uncertainty and of qualitative probability’
(Ricoeur, 1979:90in G&A). Policy evaluation, being concerned with the sum
that isqualitatively greater than the (project) parts, isgenerally less handicapped
by the lack of quantitative data than project evaluation.

Policy goalsor objectivesare seldom clear or sharp enough to serve ascriteria
against which to test management and performance. They are not immediately
evaluableintheir ownterms. In particul ar, thoseinvolvedin policy evaluation
must take the stated objectives of policies, projects and evaluation ToR, and
trand ate them into something eval uable. Recognising that goalsand objectives
may change in response to changing circumstances on the ground is another
requirement for best evaluation practice. Thisis particularly true of complex
emergencies, which are, by their nature, unstabl e, yet al so very often protracted
or recurring.

3.2 Theappropriate mix of policy and project
evaluation

In the past, eval uations of humanitarian assi stance tended to focus on projects
rather than on policy issues. Donor organisations were generally more
comfortabl e eval uating the proj ects through which a policy wasimplemented,
rather than the assumptions which lay behind a particular policy. However,
severa recent studieshave explicitly considered policy issues(e.g. Apthorpeet
al 1996; Karim et a 1996). Given the range of policy questions currently
confronting those involved in the provision of humanitarian assistance (e.g.
how best to provide protection to civiliansin an ongoing conflict; how best to
movefrom relief to devel opment; whether humanitarian assistance does actually
prolong conflicts), there are strong argumentsfor more direct consideration of
policy issuesin the eval uation process.

All evaluations will generally involve amix of policy and project evaluation
techniques. However, (see Figure 1, opposite) the preci se balance between the
two will depend upon the scope of the evaluation. Total system studies will
invariably involve use of policy evaluation techniques, though with the use of
detailed project-level analysistoillustrate the points being made. At the same



Figure 1

The appropriate mix of policy and project evaluation
techniques vary with the scope of the study

Total System Studies

Policy
Evaluation
Techniques

Partial System Studies

Scope of Studies

Project
Evaluation
Techniques
Single Bilateral
Programme Studies

Single Project

Mix of Techniques

time, single project studies cannot simply ignore the context in which operations
take place. The evaluation of humanitarian assistance programmes—the most
common form of evaluation — involves a degree of both project and policy
evaluation techniques.

The humanitarian response system is acomplex one, composed of numerous
interdependent relationships. Explanations based on the separation of cause
from effect are often not possible because the direction of influence is often
circular rather than linear. Thus methodswhich are more commonin historical
or philosophical research are often more productive than those traditionally
employed in the social sciences. Such methods acknowledge the complexity
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and interdependent nature of events in the real world and ask not, ‘did ‘X’
cause 'y’ ? but rather, ‘what happened? and ‘why? . Attempts are made to
understand situations and structures, to analyse a particular set of events and
processes by constructing a narrative history to serve as a kind of model or
spectrum through which to view what is to be understood and explained. A
range of different actorsmay be asked to tell their story, recognising that what
they say represents the truth as they seeiit, or the truth as they would like the
evaluator to seeit. Inthisway, apartial understanding of someone else’sview
of reality may be developed. The stories of many different actors are then
added to the available documentary evidenceto construct the narrative history.
Thenarrative history istherefore morethan asimple chronology. It details not
just what happened and when, but also who was involved, and why, and links
significant events.

The narrative history is used by the evaluator to help to make judgements
about events and processes, to explain why actors did what they did and with
what effectsand draw practical conclusionsaccordingly. When many different
stories are accumulated, consi stent patterns may emerge which helpto explain
actions. Alternatively, aframework for understanding events may arise out of
previous studies and be confirmed by the evidence revealed in the narrative
history.

Theskillsrequired for policy eva uatorsincludesskillsin discourse and argument
analysis, and the ability to generalise ‘lessons learned’ from one situation to
another — that is, in comparative and deductive analysis, much as expert
witnessestestify when serving public and judicial enquiry, drawing on general
principle and norms established elsewhere and applying them to the specific
case.

The narrative history approach described above is particularly suited to
evaluating complex emergencies because it focuses on qualitative aswell as
guantitative methods; because it alows the evaluator to focus on actions,
processes and intentions; and because it highlights the competing agendas of
thediverserange of actors. Furthermore, use of the narrative history approach
doesnot precludethe use of moreanalytical models, such aslogica frameworks
or cost-effectivenessreviews, to examine specific components of an emergency
assistance programme.



3.3 Takingintoaccount humanitarian space

Humanitarian aid programmes are subject to many constraining influences,
for example: governments may block resources going to rebel areas; transport
infrastructure may be poor; rains may close roads for months at a time;
information on popul ation movements may bedifficult to obtain. Any evaluation
of performance needs to take into account these constraints that limit the
humanitarian space available to the agency.

Humanitarian spaceisadynamic concept. Levels of accessand availability of
resources can changeregularly during an aid operation. Agenciescanthemsalves
influence the humanitarian space available to them. Successful negotiation,
for example, may open new routes through rebel areas. Agencies can also
reduce the space available to them by sticking rigidly to their mandate, even
though flexibility might prove more effective. Agencies may sometimestakea
principled stand and refuseto supply relief inputswhere an unacceptably high
proportion of these are being diverted by combatants to fuel the war.
Humanitarian space may thus be restricted in the short-term, in the hope that
thiswill lead to more freedom to operate effectively over thelonger-term.

There are likely to be considerable institutional and political constraints that
reducetheability of relief agenciesto achievethemost (cost-)effective solutions.
For example, in late 94-early 95, Kibumbarefugee camp in Gomareceivedits
water supplies through an extremely expensive tanker operation, despite the
fact that ahydrological survey had shown that it would have been cheaper to
invest several million dollars in constructing a pipeline to the camp from a
perennial water source severa kilometres away or, aternatively, to move the
refugees closer to Lake Kivu. However, for political reasons, the Zairean
authoritiesdid not want to signal to thelocal population that the refugeeswere
going to be staying for an indefinite period and were therefore unwilling,
regardless of the cost (bornelargely by theinternational community), to bring
them closer to thelake or encourage the building of ‘ permanent’ water systems.
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3.4 Assessing protection

Evaluations of humanitarian assistance programmes should include an
assessment of measures to provide protection to the affected population. In
many emergency situations, thefirst needs of apopulation under threat may be
protection from murder and harassment, as well as from discrimination that
can lead to exclusion from basic services. The evaluation should also assess
what measures have been taken to mitigate potential negative consequences of
the humanitarian programme.

The need for protection may be independent of the humanitarian assistance
programme. For example, a humanitarian assistance programme may be
ongoing in an areawhere there is a campaign of ethnic cleansing but bear no
relationto thisfact. An evaluator should still assess, however, whether agencies
are aware of the context in which they are operating, and what they are doing
to enhance protection. This may involve lobbying for international action,
providing witnessto atrocities or informing local authorities of their obligations
under the Geneva Conventions. Not every agency needsto beinvolved in such
explicit protection activitieshowever. It is perfectly reasonablefor thereto be
adivision of labour among agencies —with perhapsthe ICRC taking the lead
in issues relating to contravention of International Humanitarian Law. The
task of the evaluator isto assess whether due consideration has been given to
the issue of protection.

In some emergencies, the need for protection is more directly related to the
humanitarian assistance programme. For example, the perpetrators of the
genocide in Rwanda in 1994 were able to locate some of their victims by
observing whererelief deliveriesweretaking place. Several yearslater, inlate
1996, those fleeing the refugee camps in eastern Zaire (now Democratic
Republic of Congo) came out of their hiding places in the forests to receive
food and medical treatment from the aid agencies. Many werethen killed. In
both cases, the victims were killed not because they were receiving aid, but
because the aid programme hel ped the perpetrators of these crimes to locate
their enemies. In other instances, the act of receiving aid has made populations
vulnerableto harassment or even death. In Liberia, afood delivery inacontested
areawasfollowed by amassacre of the population who had received the food.
Theaimwasnot simply to steal thefood, but to demonstrate to the population
that, although they might be ableto receive aid from theinternational community,
they were still under the control of the armed group concerned.



An evaluation should assess an agency’s analysis of the security problem and
itsapproach to dealing withiit, just asit should assess an agency’sresponseto
other significant problems.
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Measures to enhance the
effectiveness of the evaluation
process

that the effectiveness of the evaluation process has been limited, in

Q theme of many recent humanitarian assistance eval uations has been
many cases significantly, by the lack of :

i) clearly stated objectivesfor the overall programme and its various sectoral
and project components, and

if) monitoring information necessary for assessing the performance of projects
and thus of the overall programme.

Asaresult, thereis often insufficient basis on which to judge an intervention,
a lack of data with which to measure impact, and vague or non-existent
objectives against which to measure outcomes—all of which reduce the extent
to which evaluations can meaningfully comment onimpact and performance.

It is important to emphasise, however, that improving the articulation of
objectivesand theavailability of monitoring informationisessential inimproving
programme performance in general. They should certainly not be seen as
something to be done solely in order to improve the evaluation process.
Evaluations are not a substitute for effective programme management, and
should not be used as such.
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4.1 Articulating and clarifying objectives

Encouraging explicit and clear statements of objectiveswill require concerted
effort over aperiod of timeat several different levelsof the humanitarian system.
The following planning tools can assist the process:

Strategic frameworks, which set the overall objectivesfor theinternational
community’sresponse. (A Strategic Framework iscurrently being devel oped
and piloted by the UN system for Afghanistan);

Country or response strategies, articulated by donor organisations and
other organisations involved in the response to a particular country or
complex emergency; and

Logical Framework Analysis®; LFA or ‘ LogFrames’ areincreasingly being
used by donor organisations and some implementing agencies as away of
articulating the goal, purpose, outputs and indicators for humanitarian
assistance projects. Some donor organisations have made the use of
“LogFrames’ mandatory for funding proposals above a specified funding
level.

Use of the LogFrame does appear to: significantly increasetransparency in
the setting of objectives; make more explicit the conceptua frameworks
underlying interventions; help to avoid confusion between means and ends;
and highlight the‘level’ at which an organisation isintervening. However,
concerns have been voiced that, for humanitarian assistance programmes,
thelog-frameisover-restrictive, potentialy inflexible and that while useful
for looking at inputs and outputs, it has proved less useful in looking at
overall policy goals, social ideals and higher principles. A number of
modifications have been proposed to improve the usefulness of LFA for
humanitarian assistance programmes. Briefly, theserequire greater attention
to the assumptions/risks statements, which need revisiting as the project
progresses, as well as during the evaluation process. These are discussed
further in Annex |1 (see page 105).



4.2 Improvingtheavailability of monitoring
infor mation

A product of the characteristics of complex emergenciesisthat key information
on arange of matters of vital significance to evaluators is often unavailable.
Themultiplicity of actors, thefluidity of thesituation, thedifficulties of working
in the context of war and instability, the frequent absence of baseline dataon
the condition of the affected/target populations prior to the assistance
intervention, the failure of some agenciesto monitor key indicators, alack of
agreement on standardised monitoring procedures and protocols among
agencies, and the difficulties of adhering to normal standards for recording
discussionsand decisionsand maintaining filing systems, all combineto produce
asituation whereinformation whichisvital to evaluators either does not exist
or isnot easily accessible. Evaluators of humanitarian assistance programmes
are, asaconseguence, faced not only with the need to compensate for missing
project data, but also to contend with alack of information on the context, the
precise sequence of eventsduring the period and the goal s and (often changing)
policiesof different actorsat different stages of the emergency.

A number of the difficulties listed above are due smply to the nature of the
context in which humanitarian assistance programmes are undertaken. As
discussed earlier, this requires evaluators to adopt a variety of instruments,
and to construct narrative histories and ‘ pictures’ of the vital information to
serve as a form of baseline from which to judge the appropriateness and
effectivenessof policiesand projects. However, there are al so measureswhich
can be taken to enhance the eff ectiveness of the evaluation process, including
more attention to the monitoring process.

Monitoring and evaluation are distinct exercises. Monitoring systems should
meet the on-going informati on needs of programme managers, and should not
be seen asexisting to provideinformation solely for evaluation purposes. This
said, however, in a context of rapid changes in the environment in which a
humanitarian programmeis being undertaken, it isimportant that programme
managersregularly collect information that allowsfor judgementsto be made
about the overall appropriateness of the programme. Current monitoring and
reporting systems for humanitarian assistance programmes often do not do
this. Indeed, too often monitoring systems do not provide the information
required for routine management decisionsto be made. Thereare anumber of
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reasonsfor such weaknesses: alack of timeintheearly stages of aresponseto
either design an adequate monitoring system or to collect data; alack of emphasis
on the need to collect data; and, alack of understanding by field staff on what
datato collect.

Addressing these problems will require concerted action throughout the
humanitarian system to ensure that:

i) implementing agencies improve their monitoring systems and use data
collection systemsthat facilitate ex-post eval uations and cross-agency, cross-
programme comparisons,

i) agreement isreached on the key indicatorsthat should be monitored by all
agencies. Potentially the SPHERE Minimum Technical Standards project
— see section 11.3 on page 90 and Box 20 on page 92 — under way within
the NGO community will provide such agreement on key indicators;

iif) acommitment by implementing agenciesto facilitate eval uations through
themanagement of filing and information systems so that key reports showing
the decision-making processare easily accessible.

Too often, evaluators start their work unaware of al the relevant interna
documentation or useful related studies undertaken by other agenciesin the
same areaor similar agenciesin the same country. Sometimes, the problemis
simply one of poor file management. For instance it is not uncommon for
evaluatorsin the field offices of operational agenciesto be shown aroom full
of filesin boxes, and told to sort out the good from the bad themselves. Valuable
time can be spent searching for key documents.

It is essential, for the organisation’s institutional memory as well as for the
evaluation process, that important informationisretained and readily accessible.
Evaluation Managers could seek to avoid such problems by insisting that
agencies involved in the evaluation collate their files and information to be
used by the evaluatorswell in advance of work starting. Key documents, such
as Situation Reports, and Monthly Project Reports, should belocated and filed
wherethey can easily be accessed. Country officesinvolved inthe evaluation
should be included in such efforts as they are often well placed to know of
related studies by other agencies.



Box 5

How a lack of monitoring information can limit the
effectiveness of evaluations

In response to the 1991-92 drought in Mozambique, the UK ODA
provided over 15 grants to NGOs for seeds and tool distributions. In
examining narrative reports submitted to ODA the evaluation team
found that only one of the agencies unambiguously indicated the
dates when the seeds were distributed. It was, therefore, not possible
for the team to state what proportion of the total tonnage of seeds
had reached farmers before the onset of the rains. Only one of the
agencies supported undertook surveys during the harvesting period
to assess the production levels achieved and thus the overall
effectiveness of the seeds and tools interventions. Thus two key
indicators of effectiveness and impact were not available for the
majority of the agencies supported.

The dysentery epidemic which affected the Great Lakes Region during
1994 was responsible for more deaths than any other single non-
violent cause. Mortality rates in the IDP camps in the Zone Turquoise
appear to have been very high. However, many of the camps were
not covered by epidemiological surveillance systems until after the
epidemic had peaked. For instance surveillance in Kibeho, the largest
and most problematic camp, only started 11 weeks after the area
became secure. As a result, the precise dimensions and dynamics of
the dysentery epidemic in this important camp of around 100,000
people will never be known. Given this lack of information it was
not possible for evaluators to assess the effectiveness and impact of
the nutritional, medical and public health interventions carried out
by the agencies which worked in Kibeho and the other camps.
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Establishing the basic
parameters

5.1 What to evaluate

tentially there are many options available to Evaluation Managersin

geci ding the scope, focus and objectives of an evaluation. Should only

the response to the emergency be considered or should the actions that

were, or might have been, taken prior to the emergency also be considered? If

the emergency was prolonged over severa years should the evaluation ook

back over the whole emergency or just consider the most recent or critical
periods of the emergency?

Thereisatendency for implementing agenciesto evaluate only those projects
they were involved in implementing and for donor organisations to evaluate
only those projects which they supported through the provision of financial,
material and logistical assistance. However, many other possible approaches
exist and should be considered. The highly inter-related nature of the different
types of intervention produces strong arguments in favour of collaborative
studies with other agencies, enabling related interventions to be considered
together. For instance, it israrely possible to assess the impact of food aid on
morbidity and mortality without also taking into account health and sanitation
programmes. Similarly, it rarely makes sense to consider the effects of a
programme in one village without taking into account programmes in
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neighbouring areas, to which those villagers may have had access. However,
collaborative studies are organi sationally more demanding and require adegree
of consensusand trust on the part of the agencies. Furthermore, evenfor larger-
scope evaluations, not all components of aresponse can be considered. In such
cases, the eval uation should focus on the worst bottlenecksinthe system, asa
way of highlighting issueswith potentially important structural implications.

Whilethere can be no hard and fast rules on which projects or programmesto
select for evaluation, anumber of considerations should be borne in mind:

 all mgjor humanitarian aid programmes should be evaluated;

¢ innovative projects, or projectsthat have generated considerable comment,
whether critical or enthusiastic, should be evaluated.

5.2 Accountability or lesson lear ning?

Another question to be considered iswhether the eval uation should emphasize
lesson-learning or accountability, or amix of thetwo. In evaluation literature,
it is often argued that the evaluation process, the projects selected and the
composition of the evaluation team will all vary depending upon the primary
purpose of the eval uation—lesson-learning or accountability: wherethe primary
purpose is accountability, evaluators will need to be independent, committed
to objectivity, and focused on results and outputs; wherethe purposeistolearn
lessons that can be fed back into the management process with the aim of
improving future performance, evaluations will be more participatory, with
the eval uation team including members of the programme staff, and the focus
more on the programme process rather than the outputs.

Cracknell (1996), suggests that where evaluations are for accountability
purposes, there should be arandom sampling of projects selected for analysis.
A fair cross-sectional representation of projectsisrequired, and thework should
be carried out by totally independent eval uators from outside the organi sation.
For |esson-learning purposes, Cracknell arguesfor the deliberate sel ection of
projectswith problems, or deemed to be of particular interest, thework involving
greater use of own staff.

In practice, however, many eval uations seek to fulfill both lesson-learning and
accountability objectives. Indeed, a number of evaluators of humanitarian



assistance programmes do not find the distinction to be particularly relevant:
“accounting’, without awillingnessto learn lessonsis not very useful. At the
sametime, you can generally only draw |essons after you have given account
of what you have done and why. Furthermore, in order to improve an ongoing
programme, it is necessary to look at impact as well as process. Given the
difficulties of ‘measuring’ impact in any sort of ‘objective’ way, many
evaluations end up gathering what informati on they can on outcomes and then
look at process and try to deduce what parts of the process have led to what
outputs. This inevitably involves close work with programme staff, even a
certain degree of ‘negotiation’ over what islikely to have been the impact of
various actionstaken. The distinction between ‘ participatory’ and ‘ objective
evaluations becomesblurred.

5.3 Evaluation: a peer review, not ajudgement from
above

Whether evaluations of humanitarian assistance programmes are carried out
for accountability or lesson-learning purposes, they should be seen as a
contribution to a dialogue about programme performance, and not as a
‘judgement from above'. Evaluations are not ‘ audits’ in the traditional sense
of that word (concerned with adherence to rules, often focusing on financial
accountability). An evaluation’s recommendations do not generally concern
the breaking of a recognised rule, and often require further debate and
consideration by thoseinvolved.

5.4 Clarifyingthegoalsof an evaluation

Clarity over the objectives of the eval uation will makethewhole processclearer
and easier. Evaluation Managers should allow adequate time for this critical
stage of identifying the objectives of the study. Advicefrom arange of sources
inside and outside the organi sati on should be drawn upon. Evaluation Managers
with little previous experience of evaluating humanitarian assistance
programmes ought to involve a humanitarian assistance evaluation specialist
early oninthe process or consult with other Evaluation Managers with more
experience. However, the process of agreeing the objectives will have to be
carefully managed to avoid a ‘ shopping list’ of unprioritised and potentially
conflicting objectives.
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55 Timing

When an evauationisbest carried out will dependinlarge part on the objectives
of the study and the context of the operationsto be studied. However, thereare
strong arguments in favour of carrying out an evaluation of a humanitarian
assistance operation or a complex emergency whileit is still ongoing rather
than await thewinding down of the operation and the end of the emergency: the
need for evaluators to construct a narrative and ‘baseline’ requires that they
interview many of the key actors before they are redeployed to operationsin
other partsof theworld (the turnover of humanitarian agency personnel being
notoriously high); the ability of the target population and beneficiaries of
assistance to accurately recall events such as the timing and routing of their
displacement, thetiming of their first relief distributionsand theidentity of the
providing agency is reduced with each week that passes after the peak of the
operations. Idedlly, therefore, the first field visits should take place within 6
months of the peak of the operations, though the elapsed timesfor many of the
humanitarian evaluations undertaken to date is between 12-18 months. Such
early deployment will probably involve careful consideration of the security
risks and insurance considerations, as well as greater attention to sensitive
questioning where interviewees may have been through traumatic events.
However, the quality of theevaluationislikely to begreater if itisnot delayed
significantly.

Even where conditionsmay not beideal for an early evaluation, thereisalot to
be said for a reasonably ‘quick and dirty’ evaluation, to take place, while
programmes can still be changed. Evaluations are not carried out solely to
improve on-going programmes, of course, but a sotolearn more generd lessons
about policy and implementation, for future interventions. However, an
evaluationthat can help re-orient an on-going programme has added significance
(see Box 6, opposite). Field workers may also feel morewilling to engagewith
the evaluation if they feel that the benefits are moreimmediate.

Evaluationsrequire acertain amount of timeto tender, assembleteams, refine
termsof reference and maketravel arrangements. If they are to happen within
12 months of a response, then planning will need to start shortly after the
programme itself starts.

It may seemtrivial, butitisimportant to be aware of other, sometimes seasonal
events in the country where the field visit takes place: in the rainy season, it



Box 6
Timing the evaluation to maximise its impact

OXFAM UK conducted a participatory evaluation of their programme
in Ikafe, northern Uganda, in mid-1996, some eighteen months after
the programme began. The review prompted OXFAM to reconsider
the programme’s underlying assumptions, and led to the development
of more achievable aims and objectives. It also brought to the fore
some tensions which needed addressing, particularly with local
communities. The timing of the review meant that there was sufficient
programme experience upon which to draw, but also sufficient time
subsequently to put lessons into practice. The participative way in
which it was conducted, with a follow-up workshop four months
later, also meant that the views and concerns of a wide range of
stakeholders could be heard and accommodated.

Source: Neefjes, K. and David, R. (Oct 1996), ‘A participatory review
of the Ikafe refugee programme’, OXFAM, Oxford.

may hot be possibleto visit certain areas; there may also be atime of theyear
when government and/or agency staff traditionally take their holidays, and
will be out of the country.

5.6 Preparation, pre-studiesand self-evaluations

Key informants, namely those working on programmes about to be evaluated,
agencies or donorsassociated with the programme, aswell aslocal and nationa
government officialsand representatives of the affected population, should be
warned in advance of the arrival of an evaluation team. Thiswill increase the
possibility of their availability and give them the chance to prepare relevant
documents, and reflect on their experiences.

The complexity of the subject matter and the need to construct narratives and
basalines callsfor flexible and tail ored approachesto the humanitarian assistance
evaluations. One possible approachisto stagger the evaluation so asto enable
afirgt phaseor ‘pre-study’ to construct the narratives and baselinesand identify
thekey issues on whichto focusin the main phase of the study. Experience has
shown that some of the main issues that emerge in humanitarian assistance
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evaluations are not apparent at the start of the process. Because of the need to
interview key agency personnel and begin collecting key documentation, pre-
studieswill probably involve visitsto the site of operations.

Another approach towards identifying the key issues is to request personnel
involved in the operation to carry out some form of self-evaluation process.
This approach has the merit of making the personnel being evaluated feel
included and valued in the process. This can help them incorporate lessons
arising from the evaluation. Such an approach should not prevent the evaluation
team from focusing on issues not identified through the process of self-
evaluation.

Such an iterative approach requires flexibility on the part of Evaluation
Managers. The Terms of Reference may need to be modified or renegotiated
during the process. Good quality and frequent communicationswill need to be
established between an Evaluation Manager and the eval uation team.



The terms of reference

6.1 Preparingthetermsof reference

hile it may often be tempting to prepare ‘minimalist’ terms of
Wreference (ToR) which simply reproduce the standard evaluative

criteria of effectiveness, efficiency and impact, it isimportant for
the ToR to be grounded in the broader questions concerning the nature of the
problem and the eff ectiveness with which it was addressed. However, theway
in which those questions specific to each evaluation are framed is likely to
evolve, asthestudy proceeds. Itisimportant, therefore, that the ToR should be
treated as negotiable by the Evaluation Managers and the Evaluation Team.

Time needs to be set aside to amend the ToR so that all the stakeholders are
satisfied with what is to be attempted. This may require some flexibility in
funding arrangements. Alternatively, the use of the staged approach or apre-
study ‘scoping’ phase indicated in section 5.6 (on page 47) may be more
appropriate. The ToR for the main phase of the evaluation may befinalisedin
thelight of the findings of the pre-study.

The issue of who should be involved in drawing up the ToR is particularly
difficult. Broad ownership of the evaluation can be generated if the devel opment
of the ToR isan inclusive process. However, different actors frequently have
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different agendas and these agendaswill inevitably influencethe ToR. How far
these different agendas should be accommodated isby no meansfixed. In some
situations, it may simply not be possible to reconcile differing agendas.

Evaluators (and those commissioning evaluations) will have to realise that
there may not be consensus on what should bein the ToR, and debates around
thisissue may reflect debates about the programmeitself. Particular areas of
contention may need highlighting early on, so that evaluators can be on the
look-out for evidence that either supports or refutes a particular view (Wood,
1998). It is important for evaluators and eval uation managers to be realistic
about what ispossiblefrom an evaluation. It may be better to spend moretime
on fewer issues, than attempt to cover ahuge agenda.

Giventhe context of conflict and insecurity, protectionissuesarecritical tothe
effectiveness of humanitarian action. Where levels of protection are poor, itis
feasible that the target population of an otherwise effective relief project is
being killed by armed el ements operating in the project areaor even withinthe
displaced persons/refugee camp. Assessment of the level of security and
protection in the project or programme area and, where relevant, the steps
takentoimprovethem, should be part of all humanitarian assistance evaluations.
I n the humanitarian assi stance eval uations undertaken to date, such issues have
often been left out or inadequately covered. Often the lack of familiarity of
Evaluation Managerswith theissues of security and protection has contributed
to such omissions.

International agreements on standards and performance (see section 11.3 on
page 90), such asthe Red Cross/ NGO Code of Conduct (see Box 19 on page
91), the People In Aid Code of Conduct in the Management and Support of
Relief Workers'? and the Sphere Project (see Box 20 on page 92), as well as
relevant aspectson international humanitarian law provideinternational norms
against which the performance of agencies and the system may be assessed.
The ToR ought, therefore, to refer the evaluators to such norms.

TheToR should beredlistic: they can becomewish lists, wherefar too muchis
demanded of evauatorsgiven only ashorttimein thefield. Unrealistic demands
can lead to a situation where the team ignore the ToR, and just focus on what
they feel are the most important aspects of the programme. (Lindahl, March,
1998) Thiscan lead to dissatisfaction with the resultsand disillusionment with
theevaluation process. At thesametime, it isimportant to beawarethat limiting



the focus can also cause problems. A recent evaluation of MSF operationsin
Kivu decided to focus on operationsrather than on advocacy, asthishad aready
beeninvestigated previoudy. However, removing such animportant feature of
the programme from the picture gave adistorted impression of how resources
had been used, asresource use was analysed only in respect of project outputs
(persona communication with Andre Griekspoor, MSF-Holland).InAnnex 111,
achecklist of questionscommonly asked in evaluationsis presented (drawing
heavily from Martin, L. ‘Planning and Organising Useful Evaluations',
UNHCR, January 1998). The checklist isuseful asaway of stimulating thought,
and suggesting potentially new areas of inquiry.

Thepalitical dimensionsof humanitarian aid

Humanitarian agencies' willingnessto move from aposition of offering relief
on the margins of a conflict, to becoming considerably more involved in the
theatre of conflictitself (see Box 7 below), requires evaluatorsto acknowledge
thewider political context of emergencies, and the potential political impact of
humanitarian programmes. For example, supplying aid to thosein abesieged
town may enablethemtoresist for longer than would otherwise have been the
case, and alow one sidein aconflict to gain military advantage over another.
Supplying assistance to the refugee camps of Goma, in the absence of efforts
by the Government of Zaire and the international community to separate the
former Rwandan Government army and militiafrom the refugeesallowed the
former to regroup and renew attacks on Rwandan citizens. Relief assistance
suppliedto I DPsin M ozambiquealowed the Government to maintain apresence
in areas of the country where otherwise it would have had to withdraw.

Box 7

The major share of humanitarian assistance
is provided in conflicts

The World Food Programme reports that in 1995, it spent roughly
$19 million worldwide on meeting the effects of natural disasters;
this compares with more than $1.5 billion on conflict-related
emergencies (Webb, 1996). In 1993, the European Community
Humanitarian Office, the world’s largest humanitarian aid donor,
spent over 95 per cent of its aid responding to conflict-related
emergencies. (Randel, 1994).
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Sometimes, it is not the physical aid itself which has the unintended political
impact, but the mechanisms of providing aid that are exploited for political
purposes. For example, to deliver aid behind rebel linesmay involvenegotiating
withrebel leaders, thereby conferring acertain legitimacy upon them. In addition,
rebelsand government officials can usethefact that aid isbeing provided asa
way of demonstrating their power to local population groups, without directly
expropriating the aid itself.

Aswell asthe effects outlined above, there are political effectsof distributing
to one group within avillage and not another, of the channels used to provide
assistance, of the choice of interlocutors within beneficiary populations.
Sometimes aid can reinforce existing power structures. Other times it can
challengethem. In both cases, poorly thought through aid can result in negative
aswell as positiveimpacts. Sometimes the negative impacts can work against
long-term solutionsto humanitarian problems.

6.2 Evaluationcriteria

Evaluation criteria help frame the types of questions asked of a project or
programme. Those used in the OECD/DAC definition of an evaluation—“an
examination, as systematic and objective as possible, of an on-going or
completed project or programme, itsdesign, implementation and results, with
the aim of determining its efficiency, effectiveness, impact, sustainability and
therdevanceof itsobjectives’ —have becomethestandard criteriafor evaluating
development programmes.

Efficiency
M easures the outputs — qualitative and quantitative —in relation to the inputs.

Thisgenerally requires comparing alternative approaches aimed at achieving
the same outputs, to see whether the most efficient process has been used.

Effectiveness

M easurestheextent to which the project or programme achieves progresstoward
its purpose, and whether this can be expected to happen on the basis of the
outputs of the project.

I mpact
Looks at the wider effects of the project — social, economic, technical,



environmental —on individuals, communities, and institutions. Impacts can be
immediate and long-range, intended and unintended, positive and negative,
macro (sector) and micro (household). Impact studies address the question:
what real difference hasthe project madeto the beneficiaries? How many have
been affected?

Relevance

Isconcerned with ng whether the projectisinlinewith local needsand
priorities (aswell aswith donor policy).

Sustainability

Of particular importancefor devel opment projects—sustainability isconcerned
with measuring whether an activity or an impact is likely to continue after
donor funding has been withdrawn. Projects need to be environmentally as
well asfinancially sustainable.

Whilst these OECD/DAC evaluation criteria are broadly appropriate for
humanitarian assistance programmes, their usefulness may be enhanced by the
addition of ‘ sub-criteria . [Whenthiswas proposed in earlier drafts, it generated
considerable controversy. Some argued that there was no need to alter the
DAC criteria, as these could be interpreted to incorporate the ‘ sub-criteria'.
Others, however, found that the new ‘ sub-criteria’ helped them to focus on
issues of particular relevance to humanitarian assistance programmes. Rather
than be prescriptive, and come down one way or another, it seems sensibleto
present the sub-criteriabel ow, and leaveit to the reader to decidewhich criteria
or ‘sub-criteria’, they feel are most appropriate. The Joint Evaluation of
Emergency Assistanceto Rwanda (Steering Committee of the Joint Evaluation,
1996) was one of thefirst evaluationsto usethe new criteria. Indeed, the DAC
criteriawere not explicitly used on this evaluation, and were replaced by the
criteria of ‘connectedness’, ‘coverage’, ‘ coherence’, ‘ cost-effectiveness’,
‘impact’ and ‘ appropriateness. An on-going DFID evaluation of the response
tothevolcanic eruptionsin Montserrat in 1997 al so usesthe new ‘ sub-criteria .
These are discussed below.]

Connectedness

This refers to the need “to assure that activities of a short-term emergency
nature are carried out in acontext which takeslonger-term and i nterconnected
problems into account” (Minear, 1994). Many humanitarian assistance
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interventions, in contrast to development projects, are not designed to be
sustainable. They still need assessing, however, in regard to whether, in
responding to acute and immediate needs, they take thelonger-terminto account.
For example, otherwise efficient food distribution programmes can damage
roads used by local traders, while the presence of large refugee camps can
result in severe environmental impactsin neighbouring areas. Local ingtitutions
can also suffer — the high salaries paid by international NGOs can attract
skilled staff away from government clinics and schools, leaving the loca
population with reduced levels of service. Large-scalerelief programmes can
also have a significant impact on local power structures, both for better and
for worse.

Coverage

Thisreferstothe need “to reach major population groupsfacing life-threatening
suffering wherever they are, providing them with assistance and protection
proportionateto their need and devoid of extraneous political agendas’ (Minear,
1994). Coverage alerts evaluators that complex emergencies and associated
humanitarian programmes can have significantly differing impactson different
popul ation sub-groups, whether these are defined in terms of ethnicity, gender,
soci 0-economic status, occupation, location (urban/rural or inside/outside of a
country affected by conflict) or family circumstance (e.g. single mother, orphan).
Programmes need to be assessed both interms of which groupsareincludedin
aprogramme, and thedifferential impact onthoseincluded. For example, studies
have shown that, in Ethiopia in the 1980s, more than 90% of international
relief went to government-controlled areas, penalising thosein areasof Tigray
and Eritrea controlled by insurgent movements (Minear, 1994). Other studies
have revealed that single mothers may be disadvantaged when it comes to
access to resources, as they are unable to leave children to queue for relief
goods. Inthe case of the Great L akesemergency, it wasfound that the coverage
of the response varied enormously: refugees and IDPs, and residents in
neighbouring IDP camps, were often treated in quite different ways, despite
having very similar needs.

Coherence

This refers to the need for policy coherence, the need to assess political,
diplomatic, economic and military policiesaswell ashumanitarian policies, to
ensure that there is consistency and, in particular, that all policies take into
account humanitarian considerations.



The example in Box 8 (below) refers to a notable lack of coherence in the
international community’sresponseto the Great Lakesemergency in 1994. In
other instances, donor-imposed trade conditions have been blamed for
preci pitating economic crisisand conflict, undermining longer-term devel opment
policies. Coherence can al so be analysed solely within the humanitarian sphere
—to seewhether all the actors are working towards the same basic goals. For
example, there have been instances of one major UN agency promoting the
return of refugeesto their host country while another isdiametrically opposed
tosuch palicies.

In addition to these sub-criteria, there are othersissuesthat Eval uation Managers
might consider making explicit within the TOR, such astheissue of timeliness.
Whiletimelinessisreally implicit within the criteriaof effectiveness, (for if the
delivery of food assistanceis significantly delayed the nutritional status of the
target population will decline), thereisvaluein using it more explicitly asone
of the gtated criteriabecause of itsimportancein the consideration of emergency
programmes. Similarly, issues of resourcing, preparedness and coordination
have been recurrent themes of humanitarian assi stance eval uations undertaken
to date and could be included in the ToR as potential areas of focus.

The Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistanceto Rwandareplaced thecriteria
of relevance with the criteria of appropriateness — the need “to tailor
humanitarian activities to local needs, increasing ownership, accountability,
and cost-effectivenessaccordingly” (Minear, 1994). However, thetwo criteria
complement rather than substitute each other. ‘ Relevance' refersto the overall
goal and purpose of aprogramme, whereas‘* appropriateness’ ismore focused
on the activities and inputs. The addition of the new criteriadrew attention to

Box 8

A lack of coherence between the humanitarian
and military domains?

During the crisis in the Great Lakes region in 1994, military
contingents were withdrawn from Rwanda during the genocide.
Evidence suggests that a rapid deployment of troops could have
prevented many of the killings and the subsequent refugee influx
into Zaire. A huge relief operation then followed, once most of the
killing was over.
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thefact that even wherethe overall programme goal isrelevant —for example,
to improve nutritional status — there are still questions to be asked about the
programme purpose. Distributing large quantities of food aid may not be the
best way of improving nutritional status. Alternatives could include food for
work, cash for work, or measuresto improvethe functioning of local markets.
Furthermore, even if distribution of food aid is deemed appropriate, it is till
necessary to examine the appropriateness of the food that is distributed. Isit
culturally acceptable? Doesit provide abalanced nutritional intake?Isit whole
maize or ground maize (and are there milling opportunitiesfor thosereceiving
wholemaize)?

It isaso important to assess whether agencies take into account the safety of
their own staff, not only from violence, but a so from sicknessand disease. For
example, staff should not be expected to work for long periodsin highly volatile
areas—wheretheir personal safety may bein doubt —without adequate support.
Similarly, in a malaria-endemic area, staff should have information and
protection against the disease. Where programmes involve spraying against
vectors, staff should have the appropriate safety gear. At the same time,
evaluations may need to consider the conduct and behaviour of local and
expatriate staff, in particular in regard to cultural sensitivities.

Finally, thereistheimportant issue of coordination. Given the multiplicity of
actorsinvolved in an emergency response, it isimportant that coordinationis
explicitly considered —theintervention of asingle agency cannot be evaluated
inisolation from what othersare doing, particularly aswhat may be appropriate
from the point of view of asingle actor, may not be appropriate from the point
of view of the system asawhole. For example, however well an organisation
undertakes a curative health programme, impact is likely to be considerably
reduced if water and sanitation concerns have not al so been addressed. Similarly,
while it may be appropriate for an individual donor organisation to focus on
the most critical regionin acountry in crisis, it would be inappropriate for al
donor organisationsto do the same.



6.3 Makingtrade-offsexplicit

In any programme there will be a number of trade-offs that have to be made
between meeting different goals. For exampl e, there may be atrade-off between
connectedness and impact: providing large quantities of food aid may resultin
a greater impact in reducing food security, but raise dependence and cause
damageto local markets. Similarly, there may be atrade-off between efficiency
and appropriateness: taking food to a conflict area by road rather than by
plane may be considerably cheaper, evenif some of thefood isstolen enroute,
but could involve negotiating and conferring legitimacy on rebel movements.

Thetask of the evaluator isto make these trade-offs explicit, highlighting the
issuesof concern and commenting on the decisionstaken. Thisisimportant for
accountability purposes aswell asfor lesson learning.
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Management of the evaluation

7.1 Management structure

hereareanumber of ways of organising the management of evaluations.

I In some organisations, a separate and/or central evaluation unit is
responsiblefor carrying out eval uations, whereasin others, responsibility

for evaluation isdecentralised throughout the organisation. Therationalefor a
dedicated unit is usually to ensure transparency and the independence of
evaluations. |n some cases, the head of the evaluation unit answersdirectly to
the board, so that there can be no pressure put on this individual by senior
management. Inthemost extreme cases, the heads of evaluation unitsare allowed
only to serve afive-year term, after which they haveto leave the organisation.

The argument against the model of having one central unit for all evaluations
is that, while it may encourage high-quality and independent evaluations, it
does not further institutional learning, as the responsibility for evaluationsis
taken away from the department responsible for implementing the programme
and undertaking any reforms suggested by the evaluators.

There are a number of possible management structures of multi-donor or
collaborative evaluations. For the Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistance
to Rwanda, a Steering Committee was formed, which included many of the
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principal stakeholders—donors, UN and Red Crossagencies, and NGO umbrella
groups. The Committee met approximately once every six monthsto review
the process at key moments. The day-to-day management of the study was,
however, delegated to asmaller management committee, comprising five donor
evaluation officials. To protect the independence of the study (particularly
important, given the political sensitivities concerned), the evaluators were
required to consider all comments made on the drafts, but were not required to
incorporate every comment.

Where evauations are to include participatory work with beneficiaries, the
involvement of local stakeholders in the management committee should be
considered. For certain evaluations, it may be useful to involve government
officials®. Again, there needs to be an understanding that involvement in a
management committee does not signify aright to alter the contents of areport,
merely to provide input at key stages. Particular care may be needed where
ongoing conflict meansthat biases arelikely to be too strong.

7.2 Management process

Approach

The more iterative emergence of key issues requires flexibility of approach,
with good lines of communication between the evaluation manager and the
team, on an on-going basis. Evaluation managers may need to devote
comparatively moretimeto management issuesfor evaluations of humanitarian
assistance programmes in complex emergencies. for discussions with the
eval uation team; to act asalink between theteam and the agencies (or emergency
desk) involved; and, to negotiate changesin thefocus of thetermsof reference.

Timeframe

Adequatetimemust beallowed for the entire eval uation process. Timeisneeded
to prepare the ToR, to carry-out a preliminary review of available
documentation, to commission pre-studies, to arrange and carry-out thefield
work, towrite up thedraft report, to circul ate the draft for comments, tofinalise
the report and, ideally, to hold a workshop to discuss the findings. There is
understandabl e (budgetary) pressure to ensure that these tasks are carried out
in the shortest time possible, but this must not be at the cost of the evaluation
itself. Thetime allocated to writing-up, following the field-trip, isoften found



to betoo short. It isimportant that timeisallowed to send messagesto thefield
totest emerging hypothesesand tofill in datagaps. Furthermore, it isimportant
to ensurethat al the team members have seen and discussed the report before
itiscirculated widely.

Preparation

The nature of the subject matter means that evaluations of the humanitarian
aid responsesto complex emergencies are undertaken in areasthat haverecently
experienced active conflict and may be continuing to experienceinstability and
insecurity. While it is rare for evaluation teams to be deployed to areas of
active conflict, thisisnot unknown, and may requirethe provision of additional
insurance cover for war zones to personnel not covered by schemes already
availablefor the personnel of the agency commissioning the evaluation.
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Composition of the team

8.1 Composition of theteam

T he composition of an evaluation team will obviously depend on the
focusof the evaluation, and the nature of the programme being evaluated.
Inadditionto‘technica’ skillsin specificrelief sectors, such asmedicine,
or water and sanitation, thereisaneed for general evaluation skills, such asan
analytical mind, knowledge of data-gathering procedures and report-writing
skills. In addition, eventhemost ‘technical’ programmes, need to be evaluated
for their wider political and social impact. For example, the quality of water
producedisjust one of thefactors determining theimpact of awater programme.
Many other questions also need to be asked: how far do people haveto walk to
obtain water? Does everyone have equal access to water points? Do more
powerful groups control access, or even charge for access? Are women safe
from harassment when collecting water? Doesthewater programmefitinwith
an appropriate sanitation programme? (Beyond a certain investment in water
production, resources spent on health education may have agreater impact on
mortality and morbidity than extraresources spent on new water points.) Are
requirements only for drinking water or also for showers, wash basins, etc.?
Should user feesbeintroduced?Would it be better to rehabilitate and extend a
town water system rather than investing in anew system for atemporary IDP
camp?
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The complexity of suchissues, and the speciaist knowledge required to evauate
different types of intervention and aspects of the programmeimpliesthe need
for afairly widerange of skills and specialist knowledge. But for evaluations
of limited scope, focussing on just onetype of intervention, asmall team may
be adequate. Where alargerange of skillsare needed, there are essentially two
optionsavailableto Evaluation Managers. Oneisto assemblealargeteam and
accept the management difficultiesthat arelikely to flow fromthis. Another is
to form asmall core team of able generalists, and bring in sectoral expertise
where necessary. This might be done by establishing an Advisory Group for
the core team.

Thegender balance of teams should be aconsideration for eval uation managers.
Ideally, teams should have a balanced gender composition. Evaluations must
involvethe beneficiaries, and thiswill generally mean considerabl e time will
be spent with women (and children). While not alwaysthe case, it may be more
effective, or culturally acceptable, for women beneficiariesto be interviewed
by afemale evaluator.

Regardless of the exact structure of the evaluation team, all team members
should get together at several stages of the evaluation process to discuss
overlapping issues and conclusions, for the strength of multi-disciplinary teams
lies in the differing perspectives that can be brought to bear on the issues.
Provision for such meetings should, therefore, be included in initial budget
estimates.

Experience suggeststhat atender process alone seldom producesthe optimum
team. Good team leaders are morelikely to be produced by aprocess of short-
listing suitableindividuals, discussing their strengths and weaknesses, and then
asking individuals if they are interested, or confining a bidding process to
those on the short-list. In other words, a search process should be combined
with atender process.

Wherelarger teamsareinvolved, team | eadersare needed who have good general
management skills as well as strong eval uation backgrounds. Experience of
evaluating, or operating in, emergency programmesis also highly desirable.
Team leaders also need to be confident communicators, able to manage the
team, participate in negotiations over terms of reference, identify key issues
for evaluators and be responsiblefor interviewing senior level key informants
who can provide an overview of an emergency and its response.



Thereisaclear needfor (at least, some of the) eval uatorsto have knowledge of
the country concerned. However, when sel ecting ateam, consi deration must be
giventowhether the evaluatorswereever previoudy involvedinthe programmes
being evaluated. A number of major eval uations have encountered significant
problemsasaresult of one of theteam'’sprior involvement in the programmes
under consideration. Thisdoesnot mean that such people should not beincluded
in evaluation teams, but they should not lead such teams. Country specialists
can become stakeholders in aid programmes and sometimes function as
apologists, or be overly defensive of dysfunctional aspects of humanitarian
assistance in a particular country (Lindahl, March 1998).

The writing abilities of the Team Leader are also important. For instance, an
evaluation of operationsin Somaliaby onebilateral donor raninto difficulties
because the technical experts could not write up their sectoral reports and
integrate them. Additional resourceswere then needed in order to completethe
task. Instead of using the team leader aseditor, an aternative option may beto
involve aprofessional content editor early in the process.

There are benefits in including locally-recruited personnel in the evaluation
team. Specific technical skillsmay beavailablefromlocal ingtitutionsor NGOs,
and such personnel should have the advantage of appropriate language skills,
aswell asan understanding of local culture and politics. The use of personnel
from local NGOs and institutions can allow for valuable cross-project and
cross-agency learning, aswell ashelping to build-up local evaluation capacity.
It isimportant, however, whether using local or international evaluators, that
thereisan awareness of local ethnic and political sensitivities.

8.2 Insider vsoutsider

Increasingly, evaluations are becoming more participatory and involve staff
members of the organi sation being eval uated. Thereareanumber of advantages
to such an approach: the experience of being part of an evaluation team can
help NGO personnel develop their analytical and management skills; the use
of programme staff can increase thelegitimacy of what may otherwisebe seen
asaone-sided, donor-imposed process, which can limit thelearning effect and
result in the influence of the evaluation on the ground being close to zero.
However, there are a so occasions when people involved in aproject will be
too‘close’ tothework to be ableto be objective, or wherethose being questioned
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will feel reluctant to talk critically of someone they know as a colleague, or
superior or even ‘ benefactor’.

Outsiders (whether completely independent or merely from adifferent part of
the organisation), able to stand-back from day-to-day management concerns,
can take a more dispassionate view of a project’s successes and failures. In
addition, they provide stakeholders an opportunity to make confidential
comments on the actions and attitudes of project managers. Even for staff or
beneficiarieswho do feel comfortable making criticisms outside of evaluations,
theinvolvement of outsidersmay increasethe chancethat senior policy makers
will be ableto ‘hear’ the opinions of junior staff, without these being filtered
through numerous layers of an organisation. Evaluations, involving an input
of extrapersonnel with different skillsand experiences, provide an opportunity
to focus on issues in more depth than usual, particularly where the routine
demands of day-to-day management issues mean that regular staff are always

busy.

Ingeneral, credibility isenhanced by theinvolvement of independent evaluators.
Itisimportant, therefore, for emergency programmesin contexts where other
accountability mechanisms may be lacking (no free press or functioning
judiciary, for example) that theteamis, at the very least, led by an independent
outsider. While it may appear most pragmatic to use mixed teams, a recent
evaluation by a major donor encountered severe problems when the critical
findings of the independent consultant on the team were edited out of thefinal
report by the donor team leader. It is, however, important to be aware that
‘independence’ is ardative concept. Some consultants are well aware that a
highly critical report about a donor or agency will not be well-received and
may not |ead to future contracts. Thismay affect their willingnessto beentirely
objective.



Methods of working

evaluation methods and techniques available. There are a number of

booksthat provide such guidance: Gosling, and Edwards, ‘ Toolkits: A
Practical Guideto Assessment, Monitoring, Review and Evaluation’ ; Kumar
and Casley, ‘Project Monitoring and Evaluation in Agriculture’ and ‘The
Coallection, Analysis and Use of Monitoring and Evaluation Data’, Marsden
and Oakley, ‘Evaluating Social Development Projects, etc. (see references
and additional reading on page 119). This section tries to give an overall
framework for evaluation, in which the various eval uation toolsand techniques
would be applied. Readersare strongly encouraged to refer to the above books
to supplement their reading of thisreview.

This section does not try to give a detailed description of the many

Preparing the narrative history and ‘baseline’ has to be the starting point for
any study. Expansion and modification of the narrative history and ‘ baseline’
will probably continue throughout the study as more information is obtained.
While documentation will be an important source of information, interviews
with therange of actors and members of the affected population will beavital
sourcetoo. Arguably, interviewsform amoreimportant source thanisnormally
the case with evaluations of development assistance due to the problems of
poor record keeping and documentation noted earlier. Effective management
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of theresults of theseinterviewsisan important determinant of the effectiveness
of theteam. Generally, different membersof theteam should take responsibility
for interviewing different individuals in different locations. However, while
rational intermsof timeand travel, such divisions of labour require adherence
to the discipline of writing-up and sharing interview records among Team
Members. The use of laptop computers, e-mail and free-form databases is
potentially avery effective means of sharing such information and enabling all
team membersto contribute to and benefit from the process of constructing the
narrative and ‘baseline'.

As noted above the strength of multi-disciplinary teams lies in the differing
perspectives that can be brought to bear on the issues and it is vital that the
team has sufficient opportunities to get together at different stages of the
evaluation processto discuss overlapping issues and conclusions.

Emergency personnel often have an extremely high degree of personal
involvement and engagement in their work. Thiscan makethem very defensive
when challenged or questioned about their achievements and performance.
Evaluators need to be aware of thisand be sensitiveintheir approach. Involving
regular programme staff in evaluations of other programmes can help
considerably in thisregard. Programme staff not only understand what others
have been through, but are often well-placed to ask theright sort of questions.
At thesametime, the next timethey areinthe position of being evaluated, they
can better understand the process and use the experience constructively.

Authors should be able to stand by their work. In one recent evaluation, the
chapter authors never saw the final draft before it went out. When objections
were raised to some of the findings, the authors denied being responsible for
them! An evaluation is part of adialogue, and this cannot be effectiveif those
involved cannot claim the work astheir own.

A list of all the peopleinterviewed should be provided as an annex.

Innovation and methodoglogical pluralism

“When so muchisunknowable and so unpredictabl e, sol utions have to be sought
through methodological pluralism, through flexible and continuous learning
and adaptation, and through the exercise of judgement’ (Chambers, 1992).



Evaluation in emergency environments is as much an art form as a science.
Evaluators need to beflexible, to adapt standard tools, to beinnovative and to
use amix of tools. Good use needs to be made of any appropriate secondary
data sources.

Theneed to beopportunistic

Evaluators need to be opportunistic, to collect information, in whatever form,
wherever possible. They need to collect information from severa different
perspectives, in order to check the validity of information, improve accuracy
asacounter to the lack of extensive sampling.
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Sources of information and
Information-gathering
techniques

10.1 Preliminary data collection

eliminary data collection, before field-work begins, is avital part of
Peval uation. A team member, with good awareness of the main issues,
needs to begin to work out what are the key data sources: for example,
reports and correspondence produced by the main agencies, and then to find
out where thisinformation is held and how it is organised. The job of sifting
through files can be extremely time-consuming, however. It isgenerally much
moreefficient to start with basicinterviewswith asmall number of key personnel
who can direct the evaluator to the right material. It isimportant, however, to
ensure that biases are not introduced at this stage that may increase attention
givento certainissues, at the cost of attention givento othersof equal importance
(Wood, 1998).

It is also important not to forget about data available from international
institutions, such as WHO, UNDP and the World Bank , to name just a few.
There may also be academic worksavailable on the areawherethe evaluation
isto take place.
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10.2 Interviews

In the evaluation of humanitarian assi stance programmes, as discussed above,
interviews are generally the most important source of information on what
happened and why. Evaluators need to talk to aswide arange of * stakeholders
aspossible, to build up ascomplete and balanced picture of an intervention as
possible: agency staff, local NGO partners, host government officials—national
and provincial — UN officials. Local staff will generally have differing
perspectives to HQ staff, and communication between the two can be an
important factor in shaping a response. The assessment of the lines of
communication between the two sets of staff, can reveal where there is an
absence of shared analytical tools (see Box 10, opposite). It isa so helpful to
talk to individualswho do not have adirect role or stakein theimplementation
process, such as local academics or journalists, as NGOs and UN and
Government officials may have hidden agendas, not always immediately
apparent to an (external) evaluator.

Evaluation interviews should, ideally, be relaxed and undertaken in aspirit of
ashared desireto learn from past experience. Obviously, to some degree, this
iseasier said than done. However, the eval uator needsto take into account that
the person being interviewed has probably done their best, often in difficult
circumstances. Thisdoes not mean that the evaluationisnot acritical appraisal,
merely that itisnot inquisitorial . Where mistakes have been made, the eval uator
needs to try and assess the context in which they were made: what were the
decision-making processes; and, what information was available at the time
the decision wastaken.

Box 9

Joint consultations with stakeholders

In an evaluation of EU-funded aid programmes in Ethiopia, the
evaluators convened a workshop for programme stakeholders —
NGOs, donors, UN agencies, EU advisers and Government officials
— which developed a matrix comparing the EC with other donors
(Maxwell, 1997). A set of desirable attributes of a donor was
generated, and the participants ranked the Commission in relation
to other donors. This was found to be a helpful exercise in discovering
the key issues that confronted those in country in their attempts to
work alongside the EC.




Box 10
Talking to all the stakeholders.

An evaluation of an emergency intervention in Turkana (Jaspars et
al, 1997) found that the food security indicators — developed over a
number of years with local inhabitants — were not able to reveal the
onset of acute food insecurity, despite local staff being aware of
increasing problems. Some of the indicators moved in a direction
normally consistent with an improvement in food security, while
others were unable to distinguish between coping strategies carried
out all the time, and those used only during times of stress. Data
showing a more or less steady increase in malnutrition was difficult
to use without an understanding of the normal seasonal pattern of
malnutrition in the area. As a result, despite a worsening situation,
local staff could not convince HQ staff of the need for an emergency
intervention on the basis of the food security and nutritional
information available. Indeed, the data available did not show that
food insecurity was acute. This was partly due to the fact that “Food
security indicators ..... (had) not changed since 1988, but at least
part of the population (had) undergone a fundamental change in
livelihoods over that period”.

10.3 Working in areas of conflict and instability

Evaluators need to be aware of how difficult it can be for those caught up in
conflict and instability to discuss what they have experienced. Regardless of
who theteamisinterviewing (beit official swithin the government or a‘ rebel’

faction, relief workers, military personnd withinthefactionsandin peacekeeping
contingents, or civilianswithin the affected popul ation who received assistance
provided), itisimportant that they bear in mind, and asfar as possible empathise
with, the experiencesthat their interviewees have endured. Affected populations
who have just experienced acivil war may have been forcibly displaced, had
relativesand friendskilled, either inthefighting or during atrocities committed
againgt civilians, and seen their personal, social and perhaps cultural identities
shattered. Psycho-social traumamay affect much larger numbersthanisevident
toanoutsider, particularly if unfamiliar with thelocal language and untrained
in the diagnosis of post-traumatic stress disorders. Exposed to such extreme
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experiences and perhaps having themsel ves witnessed massacre sites, it isnot
unheard of for members of eval uation teamsto al so experience mild forms of
traumatic stress disorders'.

Civil wars grestly exacerbate and deepen existing fault lines within asociety
and may well create new cleavagesin previoudly coherent groups (e.g. between
those who stayed through the conflict and those who sought safety outside the
country; those who came to support a new faction and those who remained
loyal to aformer government or faction). Such istheintensity of feeling and
thepolarisation of affected societiesthat objectivity and thetruth becomedifficult
concepts to uphold. It is not uncommon for evaluators working in complex
emergenciesto experiencetwo intelligent and articul ate adults giving completely
contradictory versions of the sameevent (see Box 11, below). In such situations,
evaluators may have to accept that their search for ‘the truth’ may never be
successful. Theimplication of thisisthat the veracity of information collected
cannot be taken for granted and will require constant checking and cross-
checking. When writing the report care will need to be taken to ensure the
careful wording of particularly sensitive sections.

Box 11
Examples of different, and intensely-held, perspectives

The Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda was
presented to a three day, Government sponsored Conference in Kigali
in September 1996.The finding in Study 3 that international assistance
had been biassed towards the refugee population and that 60% of
all assistance provided to the region had gone outside Rwanda was
hotly disputed by Government officials who claimed that their own
analysis showed that the bias was much worse with 95% of the
assistance having gone outside the country. The evaluators were
themselves accused of being biased towards the refugees and against
the new Government.

10.4 Gaining the beneficiaries per spective

Humanitarian assistance is essentially a ‘top down’ process. Of necessity, it
often involves making assumptions about assistance needs and the provision
of standardised packages of assistance. Even where time and the situation



permits, humanitarian agencies are often poor at consulting or involving
members of the affected population and beneficiaries or their assistance.
Consequently, there can often be cons derabl e discrepancy betweenthe agency’s
perception of its performance and the perceptions of the affected population
and beneficiaries. Experience showsthat interviewswith beneficiaries can be
one of the richest sources of information in evaluations of humanitarian
assistance. Interviews with a sample of the affected population should be a
mandatory part of any humanitarian assistance evaluation.

Consulting beneficiariesisnot only a practical and effective way of assessing
impact, it also gives a voice to those who may have lost their usual
communication channels. Such ‘downward’ accountability is an important
component of evaluation, particularly where state structures are weak or non-
existent, and where access to the press or local antagonism to journalists can
mean that much of what goes on is unrecorded and unobserved by outside
forces. In such situations, aid agencies can yield enormous power, and effectively
be accountable to no one. Evaluations can go some way towards redressing
such astate of affairs. Personal experience has shown that beneficiariesgenerally
relish the chance to be given the opportunity to express their feelings, giving
the participatory process (provided commentsare taken seriously and followed
through by programme management) benefits above and beyond that arising
from the actual information gathered.

The use of Rapid Rural Appraisal (RRA) and Participatory Rural Appraisa
(PRA) techniques offer an important way in which to understand beneficiary
perceptions. They can helpto‘fine-tune’ quantitativeinformation that has been
aggregated over relatively large areas or population groups and increase the
focus on those groups who have been most severely affected (Mitchell and
Slim, 1997). There is now a considerable body of literature on the various
tools of PRA and RRA, though little specifically targeted to the humanitarian
worker. The attitude of the researcher is one of the main determinants of
successful useof such techniques: thewillingness of the evaluator to beflexible,
adaptable and prepared to learn from those whom the project isthere to assist
isessential.

PRA and RRA techniques have become popul ar partly asaresult of increasing
frustration with the use of more* developed’ statistical techniquesin devel opment
work. Large-scale surveys were often found to be expensive, often of poor
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Box 12
The gap between theory and practice

Kruse et al (1997), in their NGO evaluation synthesis study found
that ‘while involvement with beneficiaries frequently occurred, it
was often in an artificial, perhaps strained context where hurried
answers were sought to hurried questions’. The same study also
reports on the ‘wide gap between theory and practice: while almost
all NGOs speak of the importance of participation, there is a paucity
of evidence of participation in NGO evaluations.” A recent study
which aimed to seek out and analyse examples of successful
participatory practices concluded that examples were extremely rare
(Martin and Quinney, 1994). The NGO Synthesis Study, in its annex
on Kenya finds that ‘though there is currently plenty of talk about
participation and participatory methods, there is a paucity of evidence
of participatory processes on the ground’.

design, and producing information of questionable significance and relevance.
Furthermore, thetimetaken to train enumerators, carry-out surveysand process
the results can take years, and be of little use to those needing to make more
urgent policy or practical decisions. In emergency situations, it islikely to be
even more difficult, if not impossible, to carry out large surveys capable of
generating statistically significant data. However, the difficulties of carrying-
out genuinely participatory work in such situations should not be
underestimated™ :

in complex emergencies, where political sensitivities can be acute,
beneficiaries could be exposing themselvestorisk by talking to evaluators.
In addition, by talking to one group and not another, agencies can be
perceived to have“taken sides’, thereby compromising their neutrality and
independence;

following conflict, traditional communities may have been broken-up. This
can makeit difficult to find genuinely representative interlocutors. Mitchell
(1997) talks of the problems of trying to identify an ‘ entrance point’ into a
community in Mozambique. After decades of war and massive popul ation
displacement, the notion of legitimate authority had been eroded. People
werenot only distrustful of outsidersbut wereliving atomisticlives, without



recourse to aset of commonly held beliefs and reciprocal ties. The lack of
an ‘entrance point’ —such asavillage chief or group of eldersmadeit very
difficult to begin a participatory planning process;

* it may be unacceptable, given thetraumasthat some popul ations have gone
through, to ask themto relivetheir experiencesfor the sake of an evaluation;

e itisimportant not to raise expectations that cannot be met. Communities,
or groups of beneficiaries may not understand the eval uation process, and
cooperateinthebelief that more aid isbeing offered when, it could transpire
that the evaluation resultsin a cutting of aid.

A combination of interviewswith individual households, women’sgroupsand
open group discussionsinvolving men aswell have proven to bevery productive
in some contexts. Given the problems outlined, however, ensuring the
confidentiality of interviewees can sometimes be necessary. Evaluatorsneed to
ensure that they do not speak only to local leaders (who may have their own
agendas, and not represent more vulnerable groups), but that a broad cross-
section of the population is included — the impact of programmes may have
very different effects on different categories of people. A reading of the PRA/
RRA literature can reveal many of the biases that can dlip into such work

Box 13
Talking to beneficiaries

During the height of the war in Mozambique, a participatory exercise
was carried out over a few days. While beneficiaries were pleased
to have received food aid and seeds, they were unhappy with the
fact that they had only received one hoe per family. Even during
periods of violent conflict, families depended a great deal on being
able to carry out work in the fields for those who were better off.
With only one hoe, this was impossible, as they also needed to
cultivate their own fields. The participatory exercise helped agencies
understand the extent of coping mechanisms and trading
arrangements, which many had assumed had collapsed. At the same
time, the school rehabilitation, strongly promoted by the government,
was not supported by the local population. They were far more
interested in more school books and teachers than in new buildings.
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where there is not an awareness of how communities organise themselves.
Wherever the target population, whether in camps or dispersed, there will be
power structures at play that, unless understood, can lead to afal se picture of
the situation being gained. It isimportant that material obtained through PRA/
RRA methods (or any other method, for that method) is cross-checked, using
other sources of information, or through direct observation.

The deliberate seeking out of those who did not benefit from the assistance
available can also befruitful asit may reveal problemswith the targeting and
beneficiary selection processesused by the agencies. In addition, it isimportant
to speak to representatives of the host population, toidentify if their liveshave
been affected by the arrival of displaced or refugees. Ideally, anthropol ogists,
or othersfamiliar with the culture and theindigenouslanguage would undertake
such work.

On some occasions there will not be the time available to carry out a
comprehensive PRA exercise, with high levels of participation. However, there
should always be an attempt to use some PRA/RRA methods: semi-structured
interviews with key informants, focus group discussions, and limited direct
observation should be considered minimum requirements of any evaluation.
However, it isimportant to be aware that RRA was originally conceived asa
‘rough and ready’ information-gathering approach, and not the semi-discrete
research method in its own right to which some have elevated it. Any results
from PRA/RRA exercises need to be used with the same caution that would be
exercised with information from any other approach.

Box 14
Understanding local power dynamics

During the Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda, the
two anthropologists on the team found that the important members
of the former regime controlled all the strategic areas in the camp -
around the principal entry points, and along the main access routes.
All the camp inhabitants were monitored by those close to members
of the former regime, and were not free to speak openly about what
was going on in the camps.




Analysis techniques

11.1 Impact

review of aid to Afghanistan (Donini, 1996) concluded that “the
A problem with discussing theimpact of international assistance on the
people of Afghanistan isthat none of uscan really claim to know what
theimpact hasbeen. It istempting to believe that with time the trueimpact will
become clearer but this may be just wishful thinking......Some of the changes
in Afghan society may be the result of conflict, some the consequence of
internationa assistance, while othersmay simply benatural devel opmentswhich
would have come about anyway. It isdifficult, if not impossible, to distinguish
between the various causes and effects. Aid programmes may have accelerated
some of these processes or, equally, they may have retarded them”.

The difficulty of measuring impact is certainly not a characteristic unique to
humanitarian aid programmes. Indeed, much of what is said in this section
could apply equally to evaluations of development aid. Whether for humanitarian
or development aid, thethree principal challengesfor thosewishing to measure
the impact of an humanitarian intervention are:

i) alack of consensus on what constitutes a desirable outcome;
i)  theproblems of data collection and data availability;
iil)  attributing impact to anintervention.
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A lack of consensuson what constitutesadesir able outcome

Whiletechnical performance standardsare being devel oped for the humanitarian
world (see section 11.3 on page 90), there remains alack of consensus about
therationalefor and scope of humanitarian assistance: saving livesisaprimary
aim of most emergency programmes, but few would accept that a programme
can be measured purely on the basis of changesin mortality or morbidity rates.
Quiality of lifeissues are al'so important. Protection from arbitrary detention,
intimidation and physical violence isincreasingly becoming an objective of
humanitarian assi stance programmes.

Wherearange of outcomeindicators are selected, how should these be ranked?
How does one deal with the potential trade-off between long-term and short-
term impacts? Can the provision of clean water bejustified asacost-effective
approach to lowering morbidity in the longer-term, or isaccessto clean water
arightinitself? Should just enough food aid be givento ensureminimal physical
survival, or should it bein sufficient quantitiesto make surethat beneficiaries
areabletoliveinahealthy manner, without destroying fragileloca environments
in the search for food, or running down household assets and jeopardising
longer-term survival? What happens when food aid damages incentives for
local farmers?

Theproblemsof data collection

Collecting data, whether on output or outcome indicators, can be extremely
difficult in an emergency situation, although some activities are far more
amenabl eto measurement than others. Thetonnage of food deliveredto arefugee
camp, for example, is easier to monitor and record than a more intangible
benefit such as the provision of health services. However, even for the same
activities, theavailability of datacan vary considerably depending onthearea
of operation, the agency involved and the particular beneficiary groups.

Differencesin dataavailability also depend upon the number of organisations
involved (see Box 15, opposite). Most of the food aid supplied to the refugee
campswas delivered by asingle UN agency (WFP), whereastherewereup to
a dozen NGOs working in health care in some of the camps. It was thus far
easier to track down sources of data on tonnes of food delivered than on
vaccinations given or consultations carried out. The number of organisations
involved also made it difficult, even where data was available, to isolate the
contribution of any one particular organisation.



Box 15
Differences in data availability

The Study IlIl Team of the Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistance
to Rwanda found that information on refugee operations outside
Rwanda was more plentiful and easier to obtain than information
on those operations inside Rwanda that provided assistance to IDPs
and other beneficiary groups. This experience largely reflected the
fact that a single agency, UNHCR, had an unambiguous mandate to
protect refugees and coordinate activities in the camps outside
Rwanda, whilst inside Rwanda, coordination and the division of
responsibilities was much more confused. Initially, this confusion
was a result of the civil war and the high levels of insecurity in much
of the country. Later it was attributable to the combination of a new,
inexperienced and poorly-resourced government in Kigali, and the
lack of a single UN organisation with a mandated responsibility for
IDPs and strong enough to ensure standardization in data collection
technigues. Amongst the refugee sites, Goma, with its larger scale
and higher profile, had the best epidemiological information
available, thanks to the presence of teams from CDC, Epicentre,
WHO, and UNICEF.

In the early stages of an emergency operation, the heavy demands upon relief
personnel and organisational structures can preclude adequate data collection.
UNHCR, for example, only had two international staff presentin Gomaon the
first day of an influx which, over the space of afew days, saw the arrival of
approximately 850,000 refugees. Outside acamp setting, it can be difficult, if
not impossible, to establish population size, and mortality rates simply may
not be calculable.

Attributingimpact®®

Impact analysisinvolves not merely examining whether the project’sobjectives
have been achieved but also the degree to which the outcomes achieved have
arisen as a result of the project. This requires the evaluator to separate the
contribution of an aid intervention from the contribution due to other factors,
in other words, to estimate what would have happened in the absence of the
intervention (the counterfactual). In an emergency setting, eveninthereatively
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controlled environment of refugee camp where dataon mortality and morbidity
can be collected, such causal analysis can be extremely difficult. For example,
following a cholera epidemic, mortality rates will fall regardless of whether
thereisanintervention or not. Similarly, improvementsin nutritional status of
atarget population may be due to the re-opening of a road to an important
market, rather than afood aid programme.

There are three common approachesto dealing with the problem of attributing
impact:

i) thescientific approach
ii) thedeductive/inductive approach
iii) the participatory approach

Thescientific approach

The scientific approach is more favoured by those wishing to generate
guantitative measure of impact, for which there is a strong demand, as such
information is more easily analysed, packaged and presented than qualitative
information, and hence of more use for those who need to show to donorsand
parliamentsthat interventions are having animpact. Furthermore, quantitative
measures of impact (given information onthe costs of interventions) are needed
to calculate the cost-per-‘unit of impact’ (the cost-effectiveness) of an
intervention—important for managers having to decide whereto all ocate scarce
resources to ensure maximum impact.

In most of the social sciences it is impossible to carry out pure ‘scientific’

experiments to determine impact, and so quasi-experimental techniques are
used. One such method for this is multiple regression. The enormous data
demands (aswell as other disadvantages) of such an approach, however, rule
out its use (except in the most exceptional circumstances) for humanitarian
assistance programmes. Another method, commonly used in many research
fields, involvesthe creation of control groups, so that changesover time between
those affected by a project and those outside a project can be compared. In an
emergency programme, however, the use of control groupsisneither practical

nor morally acceptable: one cannot deliberately exclude onegroup from arelief
programme solely in order to measure theimpact of the programme. Whileit
does sometimes happen that certain groups are excluded for various reasons—



lack of access, lack of agency capacity or lack of knowledge asto thelocation
of all vulnerable groups—compari sons between those who received assistance
and those who did not need to be used very carefully. Mortality in the two
groups may be equal, but the group not receiving aid may have had to sell
important assets, thereby severely compromising longer-term survival strategies.
Without a deep understanding of what is going on, accurate conclusions will
bevery difficult.

Asalessrigorousalternative, before and after comparisons can be made of the
same group. ldeally, this requires the collection of base-line data, so that
conditionsbeforetheintervention can be compared with conditions afterwards.
Again, in an emergency setting, the datais not always available, and thereis
not always time to collect it before beginning an intervention. Where
communities are undergoing great changes, such as during a war or where
populations uproot and flee to another area, there will generally be too much
uncertainty to attributeimpact to an intervention whether before-and-after data
exists or not.

Thedeductive/inductive approach

The deductive/inductive approach, on the other hand, involves a more
anthropological and socio-economic approach to determining impact. The
approach relies heavily on interviewswith key informants, visual observation
and inductions of lessons from other cases that are smilar or comparable. It
does not require a statistically valid ‘proof’ of impact, but seeksto provide a
narrative interpretation of the links between an intervention and any impacts
that have ahigh degree of plausibility. It understandsthat there are often several
ways of interpreting impact, and that interpretation requires a balanced
approach. The validity of a specific report has to be judged by the reader on
the basis of thelogic and consistency of the arguments; the strength and quality
of the evidence provided; the degree of cross-checking of findings (triangulation);
the quality of the methodology and the reputation of thoseinvolved. It should
draw upon academic and operational research, and the development of
conceptual frameworks that enhance understanding of how aid interventions
work.

With this approach causal links between interventions and final impact are
deduced by a combination of information from key informants and from the
evaluators own sense of how the world works.
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TheParticipatory approach

Participatory approachesto impact measurement depend, to agreater or lesser
extent, upon obtaining theviews of those most directly affected by aprogramme.
The most radical proponents of such approaches are those linked to what is
known as Fourth Generation Evaluation. Proponents of this school completely
reject the assumption that the ‘true’ nature of external redlity is discoverable
through the scientific method. Instead, they arguethat therole of the evaluator
should be one of facilitating dial ogue among awide variety of aprogramme’'s
stakeholders, the objective being to attain consensus upon the programme’s
value and contents (Fishman, 1992). The scientific method is rejected as
empowering the elites, and ignoring the complexity and diversity involved in
survival strategies. Such radical approaches do not resolve the problem of
attribution, rather they sidestep the problem by questioning theright of outsiders
(managers, evaluators) to set programme objectivesin thefirst place. In this
approach the evaluation exerciseitself isempowering: it does not merely seek
to measure the attainment of objectives, but is one of the processes by which
such objectives are attained.

In practice, most evaluators use a mixture of approaches, with the deductive/
inductive approach being the most common. Genuinely participatory

Box 16
Disaggregating data

It is vital that aggregate data is not used in isolation as a way of
measuring performance. Experience in the camps in Goma in 1994,
for example, revealed that aggregate supplies of food reaching the
camps were adequate. Indeed, the Joint Evaluation found that the
WEFP logistics operation was generally very efficient. However, when
food-basket monitoring was carried out, it was found that certain
groups within the population, such as households headed by a single
mother, were not receiving the amounts they were due. Local power
structures, not understood by aid workers, were influential in
determining how aid was distributed, and resulted in high levels of
malnutrition amongst certain vulnerable groups in the camps in
Goma. It was only when distributions were targeted at individual
households rather than at larger groupings, that nutrition indicators
improved amongst the vulnerable.




approaches, involving beneficiaries, are complex and time-consuming, and
subject to arange of difficulties. Whileit is essential for evaluatorsto talk to
beneficiaries, there are often significant limitationsto what they can say about
overal programme strategies. Even whereimpact can be shown, the programme
may still not be the most appropriate. For example, data on weight growth
could show that a supplementary feeding programmeisrunning well, but this
may be at the cost of the health and nutrition status of other family membersas
aresult of the time the child’s carer is spending attending the programme.
Alternatively, awater programme could have a greater impact by preventing
overcrowding and disease (a major determinant of malnutrition) and, by
increasing supply, freeing up family timeto foragefor food and carefor infants.

For accountability purposes, and for reasons of clarity, evaluators should make
surethat thelink between their findings and the evidence used isclear. Output
data should be presented, whenever available, not only for accountability
purposes, but also to allow the reader to make his or her own judgement asto
theoverall findings of the evaluator. Thelogic of the evaluator should be clear
and convincing. At the sametime, it must not be assumed that evaluators are
infallible—methodol ogical clarity enhancesthe accountability of the evaluator
to those being evaluated.

11.2 Cost-effectiveness

Evaluations should comment on the impact of humanitarian aid programmes,
and not focus solely on monitoring the efficiency of project implementation.
However, humanitarian programmes often take place in complex, confused
circumstances, where plans change regularly, whereinformation is scarce and
wherelittle may be predictable. Asaresult, qualitative and deductive methods
of measuring impact, that involve beneficiaries, are likely, in general, to be
more appropriate than methods that seek to be ‘ scientifically rigorous'.

Cost-effectiveness analysis seeks to determine whether the objectives of a
programme could have been achieved at |ower cost (or whether greater impact
could have been achieved for the same cost). It is not the same as cost-benefit
analysis, as it does not require the valuation of benefits, making it more
appropriate for programmes with social development or humanitarian goals.
Cost-effectivenessisabroader concept than efficiency, inthat it looks beyond
how inputs were converted into outputs, to whether different outputs could
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have been produced that would have had a greater impact in achieving the
project purpose. In other words, cost-effectiveness analysis seeksto determine
the least expensive way of realising a certain level of benefits, or away of
maximising benefits per unit cost.

Cost-effectiveness analysis is regularly required of evaluators, though, in
practice, there are usually severe limitations on the scope of such analysis.
Cost-effectiveness analysis requires not only the quantification of outcomes,
but also the quantification of costs, and analysis of the link between the two.
All the difficulties associated with the quantification of impact — lack of
consensus as to what constitutes a desirable outcome, difficulties of data
collection and attributing impact (discussed above) are, therefore, al so associated
with analysis of cost-effectiveness. In addition to these not inconsiderable
problems, are arange of other difficulties, both practical and methodological.

Thedifficultiesof obtaining cost data'®
There are numerous difficultiesinvol ved in obtaining data on costs:

i) many agencies do not record their expenditure by activity or beneficiary
group, particularly those working on multi-sectoral relief programmes. Their
accounts are primarily produced for auditing requirements, and do not to
allow for detailed cost-effectiveness analysis of projects;

i) where expenditureis classified by activity, no standard classifications are
used, so the same project can be recorded in different ways by the NGO,
UN agency and donor involved. In addition, the same project can berecorded
using different currencies and under different financial years, as donors
fund NGOsfrom countriesdifferent to their own. Thismakesit very difficult
to reconcileinformation received from multiple sources;

iii) the value of aid-in-kind is measured in anumber of different ways,

iv) complex sub-contracting arrangements are sometimes entered into between
and amongst bilateral agencies, UN organi sations and northern and southern
NGO partners, involving the transfer of human and financial resources, as
well as aid-in-kind. This makes it difficult to trace the flow of funds, let
alone work out end-use of resources;

V) thereisno standard way of dealing with the issue of overheads.



Box 17
Counting all the costs (and all the benefits)

It is important to consider not only the costs borne by the donors,
but also by beneficiary and host populations. For example, the supply
of slow-cooking beans and whole grain maize instead of flour has
led to intense deforestation around refugee camps, this cost borne
almost solely by host communities. Similarly, centralised health
provision, for example, may appear to be the cheapest option for a
donor, but may involve beneficiaries walking considerable distances.
Costs for all involved need to be included in any analysis.

It is also important to count all the benefits. It may not be appropriate
to merely count the latrines built in a sanitation programme: skills
and knowledge, and community structures may also have been left
behind and should be considered.

Thecontext-specific nature of most cost-effectivenessinfor mation

Although many relief operations involve undertaking essentially the same
activities, such as the provision of food aid, the setting up of airlift capacity
and the emergency provision of water and health services, each relief operation
isuniqueto thecircumstancesin which it takes place. Cost-effectivenessanaysis
of one particular relief activity or operation will, therefore, tend to produce
information that is highly context-specific.

Experience of evaluating one of the key interventions in Goma, namely the
provision of water to Kibumba camp, demonstrated this point. At the early
stages of therelief operation, water was pumped out of Lake Kivu by aprivate
contractor into water tankers operated by arange of NGOs, UN agenciesand
donor teams, which then delivered the water to tanks/reservoirs built and run
by OXFAM-UK, which also constructed and operated the reticul ation systems
within the camp. The cost of producing a litre of water in this context bore
amost no relation to the cost in any other refugee setting or, indeed, evenin
neighbouring campsin Gomawhich had quickly moved to systemsdrawing on
nearby surface water sources.

Even the more common example of water provision by borehole and hand-
pump cannot be adequately described without detailed information on the
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particular circumstances involved: the depth to be drilled for boreholes; the
nature of the layers of rock between the surface and the aquifer; the quality of
the water being produced; the distance recipients needed to walk to be ableto
collect the water, the time needed to queue, etc.

Itisalsoimportant to be awarethat, as one seeksto reach more of the popul ation,
particularly thosein moreisolated areas, the cost per beneficiary will generally
rise. Cost-effectiveness analysis does, therefore, need to be used with care. It
should not, for exampl e, be used to compare aprogrammein one country with
a programme in another country. It should aso be remembered that a cost-
effective programmeis not necessarily acheap one.

Cost-effectivenessor cost-efficiency?

In a world where numerous and competing demands are being made upon
finite aid resources, it is essentia that the relationship between costs and
performance be fully examined. Too many evaluations talk about objectives
and make recommendationsin the absence of any sense of the costs associated
with alternative approaches. Despite limited experience of successful cost-
effectivenessanalysis (see Box 18, opposite), the difficulties described above
mean that the more limited concept of cost-efficiency analysisislikely to be
more appropriate. ‘Efficiency’ refers to the process of implementation of a
project, in contrast to * effectiveness’, which refersto outcomes. A cost-efficient
project isthen one where the inputs are supplied and used in such away asto
achieve certain specific outputsat lowest cost’” . Given that many humanitarian
programmesinvolvethe provision of large quantities of material inputs—food'®,
seedsandtools, domesticitems, shelter material —such analysishasthepotential
to highlight huge savings. (For example, see Section 3.2 on page 30) which
discusses the findings of cost-effectiveness analysis carried out during the
Rwanda evaluation (Borton et a, 1996).)



Box 18
Examples of cost-effectiveness analysis

MSF carried out a study of the cost-effectiveness of an emergency
programme to combat Visceral Leishmaniasis in southern Sudan,
which showed that, despite the high cost of transport, personnel
and treatment, in terms of years of life saved, the intervention was
extremely cost-effective (Griekspoor, 1998 forthcoming). MSF also
undertook cost-effectiveness analysis of an operation to combat
human trypanosomiasis in northern Uganda (Perea and Paquet,
1996). The evaluation recorded that 5,000 people were treated who
would otherwise have died, and that this was directly attributed to
the MSF programme, as no other control activities were implemented
by other parties before or during the intervention. MSF were able to
calculate the cost per case treated and the cost per death averted.

Both these examples relate to vertical control programmes to combat
diseases with particularly high mortality rates, where reductions in
mortality were attributable solely to the intervention. However, most
diseases are not as fatal, nor as amenable to treatment. Reducing
diarrhoeal deaths — often the principal cause of death in emergencies
— requires a range of inputs, including water and sanitation, oral
rehydration, medical treatment, health education and a range of
nutritional support programmes. No single dose of a drug will ‘cure’
diarrhoea, making it much harder to isolate the impact achieved by
a humanitarian agency from a range of other factors, such as improved
rains, improved access to markets, or any other event that could
lead to an improvement in health status.
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11.3 Standards, nor msand benchmar ks

Against what does one measure performance? What is an acceptable level of
‘coverage' ?How do you measure‘ coherence’ ? If we say aproject hasapositive
impact, what do we mean: in terms of a recognised standard, in terms of the
subjective opinion of the evaluators, in terms of what the project set out to do,
or intermsof the opinions of the target population? What happenswhen use of
these different bases of measurement produce contradictory results? What if
refugees are pleased at the volumes of food aid received, but the evaluators
consider that the amounts were too large and damaged local markets, or the
donors believe that the amounts were more than were needed and hence the
programme cost more than necessary?

Such issues have long been a cause of concern for evaluators: the absence of
widely accepted benchmarks or a clear legal framework for humanitarian
assistance hasincreased the difficulties of evaluating humanitarian assistance.
In the past few years, however, there has been a considerable effort by the
humanitarian community to strengthen the framework in which humanitarian
assistance programmestake place. This effort hasled to the development of a
widely-accepted Code of Conduct (see Box 19, opposite) as well as the
devel opment of technical standardsthrough the SPHERE Project (see Box 20
on page 92), which should be of considerable value to evaluators.

Thesebasi ¢ standards, oncethey have been devel oped, will provide abenchmark
against which performancein certain sectors can be measured. However, while
of usefor the more technical relief activities, they do not reduce many of the
challengesinvolved in the eval uation of humanitarian assi stance programmes.
How does one eval uate performancewhere, dueto problems of access, political
will or funding, it was not possible to reach the required standards? Equally
important, the SPHERE standards will be of less use for the less ‘delivery-
focused’ objectives of humanitarian assistance projects, most notably the
protection of citizensin conflict areas. Though not often stated explicitly, in
many situations this may be the key objective of a humanitarian assistance
programme.

It isimportant, however, that the development and use of standards does not
takeattention away from the beneficiary perspective. Involving the beneficiaries
should remain afundamental component of the eval uation process.



International Human Rights and International Humanitarian Law appears to
offer some sort of framework for the conduct of those involved in providing
assistance. However, it isimportant to be aware that “the rights regime, taken
asawhole.... isdesigned moreto protect against threats to security (physical,
economic, social, political) than to meet peopl€' simmediate needswherethey
cannot do sothemselves’ (Darcy, 1997). Furthermore, whilethe need toremove
the factors constraining people's freedom of action may be the paramount
humanitarian concern in any given situation, “it is important to locate
responsibility for protection where it belongs..... During armed conflict, itis

Box 19

Code of conduct for the International Red Cross and Red
Crescent Movement and NGOs in disaster relief

1. The humanitarian imperative comes first

2. Aid is given regardless of the race, creed or nationality of the
recipients and without adverse distinction of any kind. Aid
priorities are calculated on the basis of need alone

3. Aid will not be used to further a particular political or religious
standpoint

4. We shall endeavour not to act as instruments of government
foreign policy

5. We shall respect culture and custom
6. We shall attempt to build disaster response on local capacities

7. Ways shall be found to involve programme beneficiaries in the
management of relief aid

8. Relief aid must strive to reduce future vulnerabilities to disaster
as well as meeting basic needs

9. We hold ourselves accountable to both those we seek to assist
and those from whom we accept resources

10. In our information, publicity and advertising activities, we shall
recognise disaster victims as dignified humans, not hopeless
objects
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likely that beyond people’s own effortsto help and shield each other, only the
warring parties can provide effective protection” (Darcy, 1997).

Evaluators should be conversant with recent writings on humanitarian policy
and practice, and, in the evaluation report, reference should be made to key
works. This can help locate the evaluation’s findings in a widely discussed
framework, and can give the evaluation greater credibility than would be
achieved if the report is seen ssimply as asubjective view of oneindividual®.

Box 20
The SPHERE project

Over the past year, the SCHR, a coalition of European NGOs involved
in humanitarian action, in collaboration with InterAction, a US
coalition of NGOs, has been developing basic standards of practice
for the supply of food and water, the provision of shelter and the
delivery of medical services to disaster victims. These standards look
not only at what is delivered, but at how it is delivered, and how the
providing agency interacts with the beneficiaries and its donors. Issues
of needs assessment, targeting, accountability and evaluation are
examined along with cross-cutting issues such as gender and
environmental considerations. The standards have been developed
by considering the beneficiaries’ needs and rights, rather than taking
a supply-driven approach. The question asked has been “what do
those who suffer in disasters have a legitimate right to expect from
the humanitarian system in terms of the quality of service provided?”

Web address: http://www.ifrc.org/pubs/sphere




Writing the report, preparing
recommendations and
presenting findings

12.1 Writing thereport

hewriting of thefinal report, its structuring and language, is pivotal to
thewhole credibility, competence and independence of the evaluation.

Itisimportant that Eval uation M anagers appreciate the degreeto which
the process of writing and anaysisare entwined. Adequatetime must beallowed
for the writing process. A useful rule of thumb is to allow 50% of the time
spent in the field by each member of the team.

A draft report should always be prepared and circulated for comment to those
organisations and individuals involved in the evaluation (where possible,
including all those interviewed). Given the complexity of the subject, the
inadequacy of documentation, the fallibility of evaluators and the issue of
whether an objective truth existsin the context of civil wars, it isvital for the
credibility and competence of the process that a draft is shared widely, that
adequatetimeisallowedfor it to be considered and for commentsto bereceived.
Experience showsthat four weeksisan appropriatetimeto alow for comments
on adraft report. Whilst some comments may be easily dealt with others may
require additional investigation. Clearly, not all comments can beincorporated
into thefinal draft. Where these concern magjor criticismsof thereport, however,
the evaluators should make clear, in the report, why the criticism is rejected.
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(Wherethereport isto be placed in the public domain, agenciesthat feel unfairly
criticised in the evaluations could be allowed to add comments in an annex.)
Adequate time should be made avail able for the evaluation team to review al
comments. It iscommon to find that the sharing of the draft actually ‘ smokes
out’ additional information that had not been shared earlier in the process due
to the agencies perceptions of the sensitivity of theinformation.

It can be useful for an outline of thereport to be drafted at an early stageinthe
process, after theinitial data collection and interviewing has taken place, but
before the field work. This can alow evaluation teams and management to
ensure that both are happy with the direction that the evaluation is taking.

It has already been noted that one of the strengths of amulti-disciplinary team
isthe differing perspectivesit can bring to bear on issues. All team members
should, therefore, be involved in discussing the findings and linking these to
conclusions. Tensionswhich may arise between theteam leader and individual
subject specialists on the nature of the conclusions can be managed more
effectively if the whole team is brought together to discuss these. Ideally, the
team should hold workshops to discuss preliminary findings on return from
fieldwork (where they have not been working together in the field) and then
subsequently to discuss comments received on the draft report and any new
information provided by the agencies.

Whatever its scope or nature, an evaluation report will maximizeits potential
impact if it presentsitsfindings, conclusions, recommendations and follow-up
sections separately. If readers disagree with the recommendations (or find
themselves unable to implement them because of political constraints), they
may be able to agree with the findings or conclusions.

Comprehensive discussionswithin asteering committee, or management group,
on the draft report may contribute to a sense of ownership of thereport on the
part of the management group.

Inany large-scal e evaluation, conflict over the nature of the recommendations
is probably inevitable. In preparing recommendations, in order to minimise
such conflict, there needsto be aclear link between the recommendations and
the evidencein the body of the report to support them.

Theforminwhich recommendations should be madeisthe subject of continuing
debate among eval uation speciaists. Somewould argue that eval uation reports



should contain specific, implementable recommendati ons detailing the actions
agencies should take in order to improve future performance. Such
recommendations might also spell out who is responsible for implementing
each recommendation and who isresponsiblefor monitoring whether thisaction
takes place. Others would urge caution, favouring findings and conclusions
over specific recommendations, so as not to burden policy-makers with
recommendations that could lead to unimplementable policies. If
recommendationsare required, an eval uation team might provide policy-makers
with optionsrather than asingle recommendation, together with an analysis of
expected consequences. Different issues may require different responses.
Technical issuesmay lend themselvesto specific recommendationsinthefina
report. In dealing with broader issues, however, it may be more productive to
deliver the analysis to aworkshop of decision-makers and evaluators which
negotiatesfollow-up action.

Regardless of whether recommendationsare negotiated or independent, specific
or general, if evaluation reportsareto do morethan gather dust onthe shelves,
they must betimely. In spite of the complexity of theissuesinvolved, the speed
at which consciousness of the need for emergency assistance fades meansthat
evaluations must take place promptly. Organisations are easily ableto ignore
evaluation reports which are published two or three years after the eventsto
whichthey refer.

Attheend of thefield visit of evaluators, there should be aworkshop wherethe
main findings are presented to the stakeholders. The WFP Liberiaevaluation
found that “mission debriefings contributed to mutual understanding
enormously” (Apthorpe, 1996).

12.2 Structur e of theevaluation report

Evaluation reports should include abrief executive summary, ideally published
separately from the main report, but informing readers where afull copy can
be obtained. Policy makersand senior managersrarely havethetimetoread a
full report, and thereisaneed to cater for thisimportant audience. Thisshould
be followed by a short section explaining the methodol ogical approach used,
followed by a description of the context of the assistance.

Evaluations are of potential interest to agency managers, beneficiary
representatives, local governments, donor officials, students of humanitarian
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issues, the press, aswell as the general public. Ideally, each audience should
receive a different products tailored to their needs. While the availability of
resourcesfor publication will generally limit what can be donein thisrespect,
it is important to underline that attention to the dissemination of evaluation
resultsis asimportant as carrying-out the evaluation in the first place.

Well-executed and well-presented eval uations are avaluable resource for the
humanitarian system as awhole, even where the evaluation concerns only a
few agencies. Wherever possible, completed eval uations should be placed in
the public domain.



Follow-up

staff need to be enthused, excited and convinced that the evaluation

report isimportant and should be read. While selling the report ismore
theresponsibility of the management group than the eval uation team, marketing
strategies could be included in negotiated follow-up actionsin order to help
steering committee members sell the evaluation report within their own
organization.

Eval uation reports need to be ‘sold’. Donors, field officers and agency

Large system-wide evaluations raise issues which relate to a diverse range of
organisations and compliance cannot be compelled. As a consequence,
monitoring of follow-up action isimportant because it providesfor alevel of
accountability whichisotherwise missing. A well-resourced and well-structured
monitoring process can strongly influence agenciesto account for their response
(or lack of it) to the evaluation report. The Joint Evaluation Follow-up
Monitoring and Facilitation Network (JEFF), established after the Rwanda
evaluation provides a potential model for institutionalising post-evaluation
monitoring (JEFF 1997).

It would seem that the evaluation process would be more constructive if
managers established amechanism whereby they madeformal decisionsonthe
conclusions of an evaluation, explaining where action wasto be taken and who
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was responsible. Where no action was deemed appropriate, thiswould need to
bejustified. Evaluation departmentswould then have auseful tool with which
to ensure that the eval uations were followed by the necessary action needed to
improve policy and practice.

Box 21
Following-up evaluations

A small group, representing the Steering Committee that had managed
the Rwanda Evaluation, met regularly in the year following
publication of the evaluation to report back to the Steering Committee
on action taken on recommendations by the bodies concerned. This
maintained interest in the evaluation report, and kept up pressure
on concerned bodies to demonstrate that they were taking the report
seriously.

WEFP have recently formed a Recommendation Tracking Unit,
composed of individuals drawn from senior management who meet
to check to see what has happened to the recommendations made
in evaluation reports. The unit’s aim is not to ensure that
recommendations have been adopted, but rather that
recommendations have been debated at the appropriate level.
Recommendations are tracked for 18 months following an evaluation,
the evaluation process being seen as something that takes place over
2.5 years. Tracking begins with a discussion of what the key issues
are, followed by preliminary contacts with the field, and sometimes
a pre-evaluation trip to confirm priorities, track down key informants,
start looking for secondary data sources and prepare for primary
data collection. It ends with a report on whether recommendations
have been considered.

Following the OLS review, the UN agencies that made up the OLS
consortium produced a “Plan of Action for Implementation of
Recommendations”. An initial response to the Review team’s
recommendations were made, and an action plan drawn up. Every
guarter, the consortium monitored progress against the plan of action.




Annex |

Characteristics of complex emergenciesand the
inter national system for responding tothem

At the risk of oversimplification, the principal characteristics of a ‘typical’
complex emergency and a‘typica’ responsetoit by theinternational community
are identified below, the purpose being to draw attention to those areas in
which there are likely to be particular challenges for those undertaking
evaluationsin such environments.

Collapseof statefunctions

Complex emergencies are frequently both the product of and a factor in the
collapse of statefunctions. Thetraditional framework for offering humanitarian
assitance, designed to addressrelief in natural disasters, hasregularly proven
inadequate when no state interl ocuters can beidentified.

Intra-staterather than inter-state conflict

The majority of conflicts are now intra-state (often termed civil wars) rather
than inter-state, though many of them also spread into neighbouring countries,
particularly where an ethnic group isfound on both sides of anational border.
Most intra-state conflicts result from a disaffection by part of the population
with the existing structures of governance and authority. In many situations
the declared objective of opposition or ‘rebel’ groupsiseither to overthrow the
internationally recognised government or to secede part of the country to
establish anew autonomous entity. The degree of recognition or statusgivento
opposition groups or warring factions by international organisations and the
international community is often a highly sensitive issue. This context has
important implicationsfor therole of international agencies, thelegal basisfor
their operationsand thelegal rights of affected populationswithin the affected
countries.

Difficulty in differentiating combatantsand civilians

In many recent intra-state conflictsit has proven difficult to distinguish between
civilians and combatants. Uniforms are often not worn. Combatants may be
fed by their families or food procured from the local population either on a
voluntary basis or through coercion. In many cases the intermingling of
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combatantsand civiliansisaddiberate policy. In such asituation, humanitarian
agencies are often unableto prevent assistance distributed for genuinecivilians
and vulnerable populations being used by combatants and warring factions.

Violencedirected towardsciviliansand civil structures

In many contemporary conflicts civilians are deliberately attacked and their
way of life undermined in order to displace particular social or ethnic groups
or, in some cases, to eliminate them. As well as attacks on economic
infrastructure (e.g. government buildings, factories, roadsand railways), attacks
on communities are planned to instill such fear in neighbouring communities
and groups of similar social or ethnic background that they are forced to seek
refuge elsewhere. Inthisway territory, farmland and housing may bereleased
for use by thefaction responsible for the atrocity. Attacks may also be carried
out on targets which play a special role in the cultural identity of particular
groups (e.g. places of religiousworship and culturally significant buildings).

Fluidity of thesituation on theground

While natural disasters often involve sudden and traumatic events (e.g.
earthquake, floods, cyclones) the duration of the eventsisrarely more than a
few days, though it may take months or years for the affected population to
resumetheir pre-disaster livelihoods. However, complex emergenciesfrequently
last several years. Inthe case of Eritreathe conflict lasted three decadesandin
the cases of Afghanistan, M ozambique and Angolaa most two decades. Within
such chronic situations the situation can be highly fluid in particular
geographical aress. Fighting may producecivilian aswell asmilitary casuaties
and threatened populations may often flee creating more or less localised
displacement crises. Chronic problems are therefore frequently interspersed
with situations requiring urgent responses by humanitarian agencies. Thereis
amost never alinear relief-devel opment continuum.

Lack or absence of normal accountability mechanisms

Whilethe degree of functionality and freedom enjoyed by the pressandjudiciary
may be limited in many states not affected by instability or conflict, in most
complex emergenciesthe degree of functionaity and freedom iseither severely
constrained or has been eliminated. Those involved in the conflict and those
involved in trying to provide humanitarian assistance therefore operate in a
context of absent or severely weakened national accountability mechanisms.



Thepotential and actual development of war economies

The absence of accountable authoritiesin parts of or all of aconflict-affected
country often results in the development of economic activities normally
classified asillegal or semi-legal. Such activities may involvethe exploitation
and exportation of mineral deposits and natural resources, the cultivation and
exportation of narcotics, the laundering of ‘dirty’ money and trading in arms.
Often these activities are controlled by, or heavily taxed by, leaders of the
warring factionswho use the resources either for personal gain or to prosecute
the conflict. Because of the international character of the transactions such
illegal and semi-legal activity invariably involvesthe participation of commercial
organisations based outside the affected countries in neighbouring countries,
industrialised countriesor other counties. In some cases such activity iscarried
out with the knowledge of the authorities. In some complex emergencies such
‘war economies’ have enabled asignificant prolongation of the conflict.

Thepotential for humanitarian assistanceto prolong the conflict

As aresource being provided into areas of ongoing conflicts, humanitarian
assistance is potentially capable of being ‘diverted’ from the intended
beneficiaries and controlled and taxed in the same way as ‘war economy’
activities. Reliable empirical evidence of the degree to which humanitarian
assistance is diverted is often lacking even though such knowledge may be
fundamental to understanding the impact of the assistance provided either on
the intended target group or in potentially providing warring factions with
additional resources.

A multiplicity of actors

The complexity of the international system for responding to complex
emergencies cannot be overstressed. Figure 2 (on page 102) conveys some of
the complexity by showing the principal routes of resource flows within the
system. The organisationscommonly involved in the provision of humanitarian
assistance include national relief structures (in areas where they are still
operating) or relief structures associated with particular factions, local NGOs,
UN agencies, international NGOs, the ICRC, the IFRC and the national Red
Cross and Red Crescent Society.

In some instances, large bilateral and multilateral donor organisations may
establishlocal field teamswith the objective of funding locally prepared projects

o
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Figure 2

Resource flows within the international relief system
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and coordinating their overall activities. Increasingly, human rights agencies
and monitorsarea so deployed in ongoing conflicts as are organi sations seeking
toresolvethe conflicts. Inthose situationswhereinternational peacekeeping or
peace enforcement forces are deployed either by the UN or by regional bodies
(eg. OAU, ECOWAS, CIS), humanitarian activitieswill runin parallel to, or
in concert with, the peacekeeping operations. Such military interventions may
involve troop contingents from a variety of countries. In situations where
displaced populations crossinternational borders, refugee agencieswill become
involved together with the governments of the asylum countries. It is not
uncommon for neighbouring statesto beinvolved (either overtly or covertly)
inintra-state conflictsin neighbouring countries. Stateswith traditionally strong
linkswith the conflict-affected country or which perceivetheir strategic interests
to beat stake may also play aroleinrelation to the conflict. A typical complex
emergency may therefore involve 8 UN agencies, the Red Cross Movement
(ICRC, IFRC and the National Society), 50 or more international and local
NGOs involved in the provision of humanitarian assistance, human rights
activitiesand conflict-resol ution activities, military contingentsoperating either
under a UN or a regional body commander and agencies controlled by or
associated with thewarring factions. Their security and humanitarian activities
may be supported by 20 or more officia donors supplemented by funds raised
privately. In addition a number of neighbouring and powerful states may be
taking a keen interest in the course of the conflict and possibly seeking to
influence the outcome by overt or covert means.

Giventhat central authority structuresare generally weak or absent, coordination
of such amultiplicity of actors becomesamajor challenge — one that has not
yet been fully met by the international humanitarian system. Coordination
structures and mechanisms which exist within the UN system and the NGO
community arerarely strong and effective. In addition, thewiderange of actors
involved in the response or with an interest in the outcome of the conflict
amost guaranteesthat their goalswill not be shared and may even be at odds
with each other (see box overleaf).

O
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An example of differences in the goals of key actors

In managing refugee settlements near the Kenyan/Somali border in
1991, UNHCR had to balance a number of diverse interests and
pressures. The camps initially provided a safe haven for those fleeing
armed conflict, but they also attracted refugees from Somalia who
were not displaced by war, as well as Kenyan nationals wishing to
access repatriation benefits. Similarly, the goal of the Government
of Kenya - rapid repatriation of the refugee population — was not
shared by UN agencies. UNOSOM, for example, was advising against
repatriation because of the continuing insecurity in large areas of
Somalia.

Source: Kirkby, Kliest & O’Keefe,1997:15, cited in Apthorpe and
Nevile, 1998




Annex |l

Thelogical framework

Given the large number of publications on the L ogFrame process, thisAnnex
will limit itself to abrief introduction, highlighting some of the limitations of
LFA.

A logical framework is atool used in the design, planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of a project. The log framework (LF), if correctly
applied, exposesthelogic of how aproject is expected to work, by setting out
thevariouslevelsin the hierarchy of objectives (see Figure 3 on page 106 asan
example of astandard LF).

Inthefirst column, there arefour rows, which outlinethelogic of intervention.
The goal of the project is set out at the top of aLF, and is a statement of the
wider problem that the project will help to resolve. Below the goal, is the
purpose of the intervention, namely the direct impact on the project area or
target group to be achieved by the project. The outputs are the specifically
deliverableresults expected from the project to attain the purpose. At the bottom
of the LF are the activities, those tasks which need to be done to produce the
outputs.

In the second column are the measurabl eindicators (often called the objectively
verifiableindicators (OV1s)) —an operational description of thegoal, purpose
and outputs in terms of quantitative or qualitative results. The bottom row
containsthe physical and non-physical inputs needed to carry out the planned
activities.

Thethird column detail sthe sources of verification, which indicate where and
in what form information on the achievement of project purpose and results
can befound. The fourth column detail s the assumptions—the external factors
outside the direct control of the project that are crucial for the achievement of
the activities, outputs, purpose and goal.

Therows represent a“ hierarchy’ of objectives: the bottom row describes the
activities, through which the outputs are to be achieved which, in turn, areto
lead to the achievement of the project purpose, which then contributesto the
overall goal.

©
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Figure 3

A standard logframe
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to be done to of the project outturn report | project control
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outputs grant could restrict
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to achieving project
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The project purposeis*thekey point of reference, thetrue‘ centre of gravity’,
for project management and permitting measurement of the project’s success
or failure in terms of sustainable benefits for the target group. The project
management is expected to ensure that the project purposeis being achieved”
(EU, 1997).

The existence of a LF allows evaluators to see clearly the thinking and the
strategy behind theintervention, and to test theinternal logic of theintervention.
It should also allow them, through the use of the objectively verifiableindicators,
to measure project success.

Some agencies have adapted the LF, for example, adding arow for activities,
between the rowsfor inputs and outputs, or removing the column onindicators,
in order to reduce the focus on the quantitatively measurable aspects of
performance. Whatever the changes, however, the basi ¢ concept remainslargely
the same.

There are a number of reservations about the use of LFs (Gasper, 1997 and
Gasper 1998):

i) the processistoo rigid, particularly for humanitarian aid programmesin
complex emergencies, where events can unfold very rapidly, completely
atering the background and the objectives of a programme;

ii) thereisconfusion between the meanings of some of theterms, in particular
between purpose and goal and between purpose and outputs;

i) it can rarely be assumed that inputswill lead automatically to outputs, and
the link between outputs and purpose (and goal) can be very tenuous or
difficult to prove. Whether a project approach is logical depends on
considerably morethanjust fillinginaLF matrix. It requiressolid analysis,;

iv) the assumptions columnis often not treated with the seriousnessit deserves.
Thismay be becausethe LF grew up in the context of engineering projects
wheretherewasafairly controlled environment. In acomplex emergency,
however, the assumptions column could be overwhelmed;

v) there is an assumption underlying the LF that interventions happen in a
relatively closed and manageable world, when the opposite is generally
true; and,
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vi) use of thelogframe can lead to ‘tunnel vision' of evaluatorswho concentrate
aoverly onintended effects.

Gasper goesonto suggest amadified logical framework analysis, oneinwhich
assumptions analysisisgiven special attention. To achievethis:

i) maketheassumptionscolumn (or set of columns) thefirgt. “ The conventional
LF layout, tendsto mean that indicators are defined in advance of adequate
causal analysis, and assumptions analysis becomes a belated confidence-
bolstering ritual, because, by then, so much effort has been invested in the
design concept” (Gasper, 1998); and,

i) increasethe number of assumptions columns. Add acolumn for indicators
to monitor the key external factors about which assumptionsare being made,
and a column for comments on assumptions. (Possibly, however, in a
complex emergency, therewill be so many important external factorsthat a
matrix will not be adequate).

Figure4 below isan example of amodified logframe, proposed in the paper by
Gasper. However, even amodified logframe will need to be used asaflexible
tool, and not asan ‘iron frame’ of indicators and targets that hinder innovation
and improvisation.

Figure 4
A modified logframe

Sources [ Indicators |Comments| assns | levels of |indicators |sources of| Targets (if

of info | on key [ on assns. | about |objectives for info. for | any) for
on external key objectives | objectives|achievement
assns. | factors external indicators
factors
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Annex |1l

Questionsfor evaluator s®

It may be useful for evaluatorsto refer to a checklist of questions commonly
askedinevaluations. A list of potential questionsis presented below (drawing
heavily from Martin, L. ‘Planning and Organising Useful Evaluations',
UNHCR, January 1998).

Understanding thesituation

How wastheinitial Situation assessed? What accesswasthereto the affected
populations? What datawas collected, and how wasit analysed?

What would have happened if no assistance had been given?
Werelivesin danger?

What are the security implications of providing/not providing assistance?
Werethese considered?

Are new movements of people/other significant events possible? Have
contingency plans been madefor this?

How have beneficiary groups beenidentified? Using what characterisation?
Werethe specia needsof certain groups(children, female-headed households,
disabled, ethic minorities) considered? Are any groups (unintentionally)
favoured over others as aconsequence of the way the programme was set-
up? Are beneficiaries unfairly assisted in relationship to host/other
populations?

Wastheimpact of the emergency and the humanitarian programme on host
populationsand thelocal environment considered?

What background research was carried out on the culture and history of
beneficiary groups? How wereinformation gapsfilled?

What effortswere madeto obtain reliable disaggregated popul ation figures?

What range of solutionswere considered to the problem?

©
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Were other agenciesincluded in analysisof the problem and thedrawing up
of response plans? Wereresponse plans‘ holistic’ or very much determined
by the mandate of individual organisations?

What analysis has been undertaken of possible long-term solutionsto the
problems? —What isthe quality of this analysis?

Were preparedness activities carried-out?

Reviewingtheplan

Have lessons been learnt from earlier programmes?
Did original plans contemplate exit strategies?
Were constraintsto implementation adequately assessed from the outset?

Wereall critical factors considered, including the political, economic, and
cultural factors, aswell astheweather and logistical considerations? What
subsequent changestook place in theinstitutional, political and economic
context? What impact did these changes have on programmes?

What major assumptions were made at early stages of the response? Did
these turn out to be well founded? If not, in what respect?

Were there major considerations that should have been foreseen but were
not?

Were the programme objectives sufficiently clear? Were alternative
approachesto achieving the objectives considered?Are objectives sufficiently
explicit so that their achievement can be assessed and impact determined?

Arethe activities within the mandate of the organi sation concerned?
Did activities correspond to actual needs? Arethey consistent with solutions?
What were the main inputs, outputs and activities?

Do programme plans take into account longer-term (re-)integration of
beneficiaries?

Do activitiesdiscourageinitiative and |ead to dependence?



What wasthe administrative, personnel and logistic back-up like? Did short-
comingsin these areas have any significant impact on performance?

Was an assessment made of the links between assistance and protection
activities?

Did staff have the experience and expertise to carry-out the activities
envisaged?

Did headquarters and field staff agree on programme aims, priorities and
implementation strategies? Did lack of agreement cause any substantial
difficulties?

Have cost considerations been a part of the planning and design process?

Design

Doesthe operational/conceptual model/ logical framework underlying the
intervention make sense? Will the activities proposed achieve the desired
outputs? Will these outputs lead to the desired changes (impact)? Have
reasonable assumptions been made about what may affect the projected
outcome? Have important assumptions been left out or ignored?

| nvolvement of beneficiaries?

Weretheinterestsof beneficiariesadequately taken into account inthedesign
and implementation of the programme? Or were proceduresto canvassthe
opinion of beneficiaries atoken gesture, which over-represented the views
of the controlling elite, or thosewho werebest ableto articulatetheir views?

Were beneficiary groups equitably and transparently identified for targeting
and werethey involved in the negotiation of beneficiary status?

Was the aid provided sufficient for need at the time and did it relate to
livelihood and coping strategies?

Was aid culturally acceptable and appropriate?
Did aid meet negotiated targets?

Wasaid deliveredinaform that allowed ease of transport for the recipient?
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Wasthe delivery system transparent?

Wasthededlivery of aid targeted directly to thosein need, taking into account
limitations on their ability or inability to travel?

Wasthere arapid response by agenciesto failuresin the delivery system?
Did aid allow peopleto make autonomous decisions about their own lives?
Was human dignity maintained in agency dealingswith beneficiaries?

Did agenciesactively seek and listento the beneficiaries’ viewson aspects
of theaid system?

Were the security and safety of the beneficiarieshigh priorities?

Assessing the context and linkages

What arethe government’s objectives, and how do they differ?

How can different agendas (whether between agencies, between agencies
and government or between government and other national forces) complicate
the response? Have measures been taken to mitigate the negative impact of
different agendas, or to try and bring those with different agendastogether?

Have national resources been used appropriately?
Aredonorsin agreement about programme objectives?

Was the best-placed organisation (in terms of knowledge of the country,
skill profile, capacity, etc.) used to carry out the programme?

Are activitieswell coordinated? Are sectoral responsibilities successfully
divided between partners?

Are plans well communicated (to other partners, governments and
beneficiaries)?

Analysing | mplementation

Were assumptions accurate?

Were plansfollowed? If not, why not?



Have objectives changed during implementation? Why? On the basis of
what analysis or what events?

Are assistance activities contributing to protection?

Arelines of authority and reporting clear?

Arethere staff or skill shortages? What has been done about these?
Did staff receive adequate briefing?

Did activities match needs?

Did beneficiaries participate in programmeimplementation? What wasthe
impact on implementation of their (non-)participation?

Have there been delays in implementation? How were these dealt with?
What was the impact of such delays?

Has there been coordination and information-sharing with other agencies,
governments, donors, beneficiaries? Has this avoided duplication and led
to sensible sharing of tasks between actors?

Was decision-making undertaken in atimely manner and del egated to the
appropriatelevel?

Have correct financial and administrative procedures been followed?

Are activities consistent with policies, recognised good practice and
guidelines?

What problems have emerged, for what reasons and how have they been
dealt with?

What have been the strengths and weaknesses of implementation?
Where could activities have been more cost-effective?

What training of partners has taken place? What capacity has been left
behind?

Areprogramme activitiesregularly monitored and eval uated?
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Evaluating results

Were measuresto provide security and protection adequate?
Were those most in need prioritised for assistance?

Did activities contribute to solutions? In what way?

Was social conflict prevented or limited?

Will activities continue once agencies pull out?

Were needs overlooked or neglected?

What isthe analysis of the current situation? How are events expected to
develop?

Were commitments honoured? Did the assi stance make a difference? What
were the most successful activities? And the least successful? Would
alternative forms of assistance been more effective?

What were the long-term impacts of assistance?
What will happen once agencies pull out?
How do the achievements compare to plans and objectives?

Were resources effectively and efficiently used? Do the resultsjustify the
costs?

Was assistance significant or of marginal valueto beneficiaries?
Were objectivesrelevant and worth pursuing?
Whereisimprovement needed?

What new programme, policies, activities, systems or guidelines are
required?

What |essons can be learned?



Acronyms

ALNAP Active Learning Network on Accountability and Performance
in humanitarian assistance

ANU Australian National University

DAC Development Assistance Committee (of the OECD)

DFID Department for International Devel opment (UK)

DSA Development Studies Association (UK)

EU European Union

GPR Good Practice Review

ICRC International Committee of the Red Cross and Red Crescent
IDP Internally displaced person

IDS Institute of Devel opment Studies (UK)

IFRC International Federation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent
JEFF Joint Eval uation Follow-up monitoring and Facilitation network
LF Logical Framework

MSF M édecins sans Frontiéres

NCFS National Centrefor Development Studies (Australia)

NGO Non-Governmental Organisation

OAU Organization for African Unity

OCHA Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs

ODA Overseas Development Administration, now DFID

ODI Overseas Development I nstitute, London.

OECD/DAC Organization for Economic Cooperation and Devel opment/
Devel opment Assistance Committee
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OLS Operation Lifeline Sudan

ovIi Objectively verifiableindicator

PRA Participatory Rural Appraisal

REMAPP Research, Evaluation, Monitoring, Appraisal, Planning and
Performance

RRA Rapid Rural Appraisal

SCF Save the Children Fund

SCHR Steering Committee for Humanitarian Response

ToR Termsof reference

UNDP United Nations Devel opment Program

UNHCR United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees

WFP World Food Programme

WHO World Health Organization
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Endnotes

. At the 30th meeting of the DAC Working Party on Aid Evaluation in May

1998, a draft of arelated paper, entitled “ Good Practice in the Evaluation
of Humanitarian Assistance Programmes in response to Complex
Emergencies: Guidance for Evaluation Managers ” was submitted by
DANIDA asRoom Document No.3. ThisGPR, whileintended for adightly
different audience, containsthe main findingsand conclusionsof thisearlier

paper.

. ALNAP sfull membershipincludesrepresentativesfrom abroad selection

of bilateral donor organisations and governments, multilateral donor
organisations, UN agencies and departments, NGOs and NGO umbrella
organisations, the International Movement of the Red Cross and the Red
Crescent and consultants and academics.

. Development Assistance Committee, ‘Principles for Evaluation of

Development Assistance’, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development, Paris, 1991

. Asper theterminology established by the Expert Group on Aid Evaluation

established by DAC in 1982. See Berlage and Stokke: 1992

. Development Assistance Committee, ‘Principles for Evaluation of

Development Assistance’, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development, Paris, 1991

. See Van Brabant (October, 1997) for a more detailed discussion of

institutional and organisational learning, aswell asMinear (April, 1998).

. Personal communication with Phil O’ Keefe, ETC UK

. Steering Committee of the Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to

Rwanda, 1996, ‘The International Response to Conflict and Genocide:
L essonsfrom the Rwanda Experience’, Copenhagen.

This section draws heavily upon both personal discussion with Raymond

Apthorpe and a report on the findings of a workshop held, with AusAID

support, at the National Centrefor Development Studies(NCDS), Australian



National University (ANU), in Canberra, from 13th to 16th March 1998:
‘Managing Emergency Humanitarian Aid Evaluation: Lessons from
Experience’, by Apthorpeand Nevile, April 1998. Thanks are extended to
the authors of this report, soon to be published in Apthorpe, R. (1998)
‘Towards evaluating humanitarian aid’, NCDS Occasional |ssues Paper,
ANU, Canberra

10.1t isimportant to note, however, that the use of the term audit is currently
changing, as concepts such as ‘ social audit’ gain currrency.

11.A Logica Framework Analysis is a tool used in the design, planning,
implementation, monitoring and eval uation of aproject. It exposesthelogic
of how aproject is expected to work, by setting out the various levelsin a
hierarchy of objectives. See Annex |l on page 105.

12.ThePeoplein Aid Code of Best Practice wasfirst published by the Overseas
Development Institute asaRRN Network Paper. 1t has since been reproduced
by the People in Aid Project and copies are available from Peoplein Aid,
BRCS, 9 Grosvenor Crescent, London, SW1 7EL, UK. Tel./Fax +44 (0)171
2350895.

13.Care will be needed, however, where on-going conflict means that
impartiality isunlikely to be possible.

14.In the same way that it has become the practice of offering counselling to
returning relief personnel it may be appropriate to offer counselling to
returning evaluators.

15. Indeed, Harvey (IDS, 1997), in areview of the use of PRA in emergencies,
found little evidence that such techniques are being widely used, whether
for evaluation or other management purposes.

16.This section draws heavily on Hallam, A. (1996)

17.A project can be cost-efficient, without necessarily being effective. For
example, a school could be efficiently built, but alack of teachers mean
that the objective of increasing school attendance will not be achieved.

18.The purchase and transport of food aid alone can absorb 40% of atypical
relief programme budget.
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19.Evauators might like to refer to other Good Practice Reviewsin the RRN
series—onthe provision of water and sanitation in emergencies, on emergency
supplementary feeding programmes, on general food distribution in
emergencies, on seed provision during and after emergencies, on thecounting
and identification of beneficiary populationsin emergency operationsand
on temporary human settlement planning for displaced populations in
emergencies. Such publications offer as much to the evaluator of
humanitarian assi stance programmes as books on eval uation methodol ogy.

20.Adapted from Martin, L. ‘Planning and Organising Useful Evaluations',
UNHCR, January 1998

21.This section draws from personal correspondence from John Kirkby and
Phil O'Keefe of ETC UK
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RRN

Background

The Relief and Rehabilitation Network was conceived in 1993 and launched in
1994 as a mechanism for professional information exchange in the expanding
field of humanitarian aid. The need for such a mechanism was identified in the
course of research undertaken by the Oversaes Development Institute (ODI) on
the changing role of NGOs in relief and rehabilitation operations, and was
developed in consultation with other Networks operated within ODI. Since
April 1994, the RRN has produced publications in three different formats, in
French and English: Good Practice Reviews, Network Papers and Newsdletters.
The RRN is now in its second three year phase (1996-1999), supported by four
new donors — DANIDA, SIDA (Sweden), the Department of Foreign Affairs,
Ireland and the Department for International Development (UK). Over the
three year phase, the RRN will seek to expand its reach and relevance amongst
humanitarian agency personnel and to further promote good practice.

Objective

To improve aid policy and practice asit is applied in complex political
emergencies.

Purpose

To contribute to individual and institutional learning by encouraging the
exchange and dissemination of information relevant to the professional
development of those engaged in the provision of humanitarian assistance.

Target audience

Individuals actively engaged in the provision of humanitarian assistance at
national and internal, field-based and head office level in the ‘North’ and
‘South’.

This RRN Good Practice Review was financed by RRN Phase Il donors:

Department for
International
Development




