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2	2	 Suggested steps for designing and  
facilitating evaluations that matter 

Evaluation design is as much a process as it is a product (Patton, 2008). Thinking Evaluation design is as much a process as it is a product (Patton, 2008). Thinking 
through the through the evaluation process, from assessing evaluation process, from assessing readiness for and design of the readiness for and design of the 
evaluation up to use and possible evaluation up to use and possible consequences of the evaluation, is critical. consequences of the evaluation, is critical. 

In this chapter we look at the process for designing, facilitating and 
implementing evaluations that matter. The approach is based on theo-
retical and practical experiences, and is underpinned by suggested 
principles and other core evaluation ideas which you encountered in the 
previous chapter. 

In Chapter 1 the following core principles were suggested:

•	 Utilisation-focused, influence- and consequence-aware

•	 Focusing on stakes, stakeholder engagement and learning

•	 Situational responsiveness

•	 Multiple evaluator and evaluation roles.

These principles, and possibly others, will need to be carefully consid-
ered when working through the suggested evaluation process. Also, it is 
important to review and agree on the standards that will underpin the 
evaluation. 

The key issues to remember are the following:

•	 Engagement of key stakeholders in evaluation makes sense on 
practical and ethical grounds, and can help to enhance the under-
standing of a development initiative and its impact on people 
engaged in it.

•	 The objectives of an evaluation can go far beyond those of the 
programme that is being evaluated. In a useful evaluation, the 
potential consequences are important in terms of ethics and of effec-
tiveness of future development work.

•	 Understanding how a development initiative works, for whom and 
in what context, is essential in order to make a sound judgement of 
its effectiveness. 

While the process suggested below focuses on a single event, evaluation 
must be part of the bigger picture for the overall development initiative. 
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Stand-alone evaluations without enough depth, in terms of under-
standing the development context, may risk making poor judgements. 
Learning from past experiences (e.g., a monitoring and evaluation system 
or other evaluations), and adapting to changes in the environment are 
very important. We think that development can only be understood and 
influenced when looking not only at the tip of the iceberg, but also at 
what lies beneath. The process we suggest here is therefore a combina-
tion of concepts, ideas and practical experiences. 

The suggested steps for designing and facilitating evaluations that 
matter are:

•	 Establish ability and readiness for evaluation 

•	 Focus the evaluation

•	 Implement the evaluation

•	 Evaluate the evaluation.

Figure 2.1	 Flow Chart – Figure 2.1	 Flow Chart – Evaluation Design and Facilitation  Evaluation Design and Facilitation  
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Evaluation is an iterative process – at any point in time you may need to 
go back and revise what has been decided at an earlier stage, and some 
steps may not necessarily happen in the suggested sequence. 

In evaluations that matter, each stage of the process has a design and 
implementation element. Where appropriate, we explain the issues that 
you need to pay special attention to.

Figure 2.1 shows the various activities for each phase of the process. Each 
step involves different stakeholders with different roles, e.g., in the early 
stages, a manager responsible for the quality and products/outputs of the 
evaluation may draw up the terms of reference (ToR) in collaboration 
with the key stakeholders, such as the project manager and M&E officer. 
ToR are not always set in stone and as an evaluator, you may suggest 
an approach that has consequences for the initial thinking behind the 
evaluation. Your role is to get engaged in the evaluation process as early 
as possible and to properly assist in the process throughout. Often there 
will still be room for negotiation regarding the underpinning principles, 
standards, and approach and particularly to what extent the evaluation 
can be utilisation-focused, influence- and consequence-aware. This is 
important, as you may need time to share ideas and thoughts with the 
evaluation manager and other stakeholders. You also need to consider 
the potential consequences of different choices made for the evalua-

tion and their implications for stakeholders. 
Furthermore, thinking through a pathway of 
change after the evaluation may set the ground 
for a more influential evaluation. 

The role of the evaluator may turn out to be more influential later on 
in the process. As a facilitator encouraging stakeholders to learn from 
each other and agree on directions for the future, you should ensure 
that the evaluation process takes place in line with agreed principles and 
standards, and that quality and ethics are respected. 

Terms of reference: sets out the work to be 
carried out for the whole evaluation process.
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3.7	 Engaging stakeholders effectively

Engaging different stakeholders in an evaluation process also means 
that you need to have adequate knowledge about how stakeholders come 
together to work as a group. In Figure 3.2, you can see the different 
phases that a group may pass through before being able to learn from 
each other and to work effectively together.

Figure 3.2 Life-Cycle: Stages of Group Figure 3.2 Life-Cycle: Stages of Group FormationFormation
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In this chapter and paragraph 1.2 you have seen where people:

•	 have different paradigms on how to carry out an evaluation

•	 have different cultures (which can affect the degree of openness 
during the evaluation)

•	 bring varied experiences (e.g., of previous evaluations) to the 
evaluation

•	 have different personalities (e.g., some are reticent, some are expres-
sive, etc.). 

Managing diversity, both in the evaluation team as well as with 
stakeholders engaged in the evaluation process, is crucial to ensuring 
that all voices are heard and that a comprehensive picture is obtained 
during the evaluation. Table 3.3 gives an overview of how you can 
influence group dynamics and get stakeholders to engage actively 
within your group/team during the evaluation process. As an evaluator 
you need to be aware of the various stages of group formation, e.g., have 
stakeholders already gone through a ‘storming phase’ or is that about to 
happen during the course of the evaluation? This will have implications 
with respect to how you handle this as an evaluator. 
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Table 3.3	 Stages of Group Formation, Group Characteristics and Expectations, and Role of the 	Table 3.3	 Stages of Group Formation, Group Characteristics and Expectations, and Role of the 	
	 Evaluator/Manager 	 Evaluator/Manager 

Stage of group 
formation

Characteristics of the group and 
expectations

Role of the evaluator, manager

Forming The need to belong to the group is 
a.o. dependent on the tone set by the 
evaluator, how members accept each 
other and what expectations they have

Be sensitive to the motivation (and 
what’s behind this) of stakeholders to 
get engaged/accepted in the group. Be 
actively involved in leading the group 
in discussions, clearly setting goals 
and shaping expectations

Storming Members of the group may want to 
have the same amount of influence 
that they are used to in their work 
environment and tend to test each 
other. There may be dissatisfaction 
and conflict at times as reality does 
not live up to expectations. Decisions 
within the group do not come easily

A lot of coaching or mediation is 
needed to help the group work past 
their differences and resolve conflicts 
quickly. Help the group by focusing 
on the task at hand, whilst balancing 
group dynamics. Assist in developing 
skills required (e.g., data collection)

Norming There is agreement and consensus 
among the group as roles and 
responsibilities are accepted. Everyone 
in the group needs to have a sense of 
belonging. Leadership comes mainly 
from within the group

Be clear about the roles and 
responsibilities of each member of the 
group. Play more of a facilitator and 
enabler role and much less of a leader 
role

Performing The group is clear about what it is 
doing and why it is doing it. There 
is cohesion in the group and it is 
achieving the task it needs to do. And 
although there may be disagreements, 
these are resolved amicably

Be aware that in multi-cultural groups 
some members will not be as open as 
others in the group. If this happens, 
help the group to settle the issue by 
setting boundaries with respect to 
loyalty to the group

Mourning After the evaluation process is 
completed the group will break up. 
There is often a feeling of regret/
sadness as group members move 
on to do other activities or join other 
groups 

Make room for group members to 
share experiences (positive and 
negative) that they had during the 
process; allow members to take 
distance and hand over responsibilities

3.8	 Strategies for addressing group issues

The following are just some of the strategies suggested to address group 
issues:

•	 Take time to allow people to understand each others’ mindsets and 
to agree on how different mindsets influence the theories and prin-
ciples underpinning the suggested evaluation approach, process and 
its findings. 
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•	 Provide favourable conditions for the group to operate, in terms 
of setting clear goals and expressing expectations, and creating an 
atmosphere of openness and oneness.

•	 Recognise the nature of core issues as they arise and stimulate the 
group or individuals to look at their behaviour, particularly where 
they can be disruptive. 

•	 Try to model and support relevant processes, for example, if engage-
ment is required of the members of the group, show engagement 
yourself.

3.9	 Some key points on getting stakeholders to contribute 
successfully

1.	 Stakeholders are more likely to use the results of evaluations if they feel ownership of the evalu-
ation process and findings. Stakeholders can be any institution, individual or community group 
having a stake or (in)direct interest in the development initiative or being (in)directly affected by 
it. To promote the use and influence of the evaluation, you will need to actively engage particu-
larly the intended users of the evaluation.

2.	 Engaging stakeholders is important to making the evaluation more relevant and providing a more 
balanced picture of reality of the evaluation. Conducting a stakeholder analysis is useful in deter-
mining the stakes of stakeholders. Think through the consequences of (not) engaging different 
stakeholders in the evaluation process.

3.	 Situational factors should also be considered when:
•	 Agreeing on who to involve
•	 Thinking about ways to encourage stakeholder engagement in the evaluation process
•	 Determining use, influence and possible consequences of the evaluation.

4.	 Once you know which stakeholders to involve, you need to engage them in meaningful 
participation. For the process to be meaningful, however, key roles of the evaluator, experts, 
commissioner of the evaluation, manager and M&E officer need to be clearly defined and 
adhered to.

5.	 Those engaged in facilitating the evaluation process need to be aware of group dynamics. 
Stages of group formation apply in every group brought together to address a particular task. 
Conflict and resistance are part of both the change cycle and stages of group formation. A key 
strategy would be for the evaluator/manager to adapt his or her style to the needs of the group 
and tasks at each stage of the process.
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4	4	 Turning evaluation into a learning process

A workshop report by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) described learning as the ‘new frontier’ (2001, 
p. 18), the direction “…where development organisations should be 
heading if they are interested in developing the capacity to respond to the 
changing needs of their stakeholders” (CTA, 2004). Particularly where 
social change is to be assessed, evaluation and learning are important. 
In IDS-supported discussions, assessment of social change is viewed as 
“…integral to the actual process of inducing change. This means collect-
ing information and different perspectives on the quality of the change 
process and its impact, critically looking at this and then re-focusing 
and re-strategising” (Guijt, 2007, p. 18). 

If evaluations are to be meaningful, therefore, there has to be a real effort 
to engage stakeholders through shared learning processes so that they 
can make sense of the development initiative, its environment, the eval-
uation process and the consequent need for change.
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There are many conflicting theories on learning. And although many 
of the familiar learning frameworks such as the Kolb experiential 
learning cycle and triple loop learning (presented later in the chapter) 
and concepts (e.g., learning styles) are based on hotly disputed evidence, 
they are well used and can help you to understand the dynamics of 
learning during the evaluation process. How learning is used during the 
process of reviewing a theory of change and critical reflection (key steps 
in the evaluation process), as well as challenges posed to learning, are 
also provided. 

4.1	 Learning in evaluative practice

In an evaluation (be it one-off or ongoing), evaluators and stakeholders 
are continuously and consciously involved in a collaborative learning 
dynamic. Creating space where stakeholders are able to share their 
views, perspectives and ideas, without fear of negative consequences is 
therefore important. 

Traditionally, learning meant acquiring new knowledge, behaviours, 
skills, values, preferences or understanding, as well as being able 
to synthesise different types of information. Increasingly, however, 
learning is not just seen as an increase in knowledge, skills or attitudes, 
but also as a sensemaking process - “…a motivated continuous effort to 
understand connections (which can be among people, places and events) 
in order to anticipate their trajectories and act effectively” (Klein et al., 
2006).

There are many other perspectives within the knowledge management 
and learning field regarding how people learn. Merriam et al. (1991) 
present four orientations to learning:

•	 Behaviourist (learning is based on observing people’s behaviour)

•	 Cognitivist (learning is based on the internal mind, of knowing, 
information processing and memory perception)

•	 Humanist (learning is based on the needs of the individual, and is 
more of a personal act to fulfil one’s potential)

•	 Social and situational (learning is based on interaction with and 
observation of people in social contexts).

The social and situational way of learning is more appropriate to making 
evaluations matter as it promotes the active participation of stake- 
holders in the learning process. This way of learning helps stakeholders 
to make sense of reality – what is happening and why it happens. 
Engaging stakeholders in a learning process during the evaluation will 
help them to:

•	 Understand development initiatives better and how change is 
expected to come about 

•	 Think through different ways of contributing to impact. 
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This is in contrast to being presented with key findings at the end of an 
evaluation without any idea of the process in terms of how stakeholder 
engagement and how findings were arrived at. 

The Kolb learning cycle and the triple loop learning framework offer 
valuable insights into how people learn and the type of questions you 
could ask if you want your evaluation to contribute to and explore under-
lying causes of problems or challenges during the evaluation process.

Social learning and societal learning are often used interchangeably. Societal learning can be defined 
as the process by which communities, stakeholder groups or societies learn how to innovate and 
adapt in response to changing social and environmental conditions.

Source:Source: Adapted from Woodhill (2005, p. 2-3) Adapted from Woodhill (2005, p. 2-3)

4.2	 Experiential learning cycle

The experiential learning cycle developed by Kolb (1984) brings together 
three dimensions of social learning and change (individual, organisa-
tional and societal/institutional) in a full spiral of action and reflection 
(see Figure 4.1). Learning involves a four-stage cyclical process. An 
individual or group must engage in each stage of the cycle in order to 
effectively learn from their experience. The four stages are:

•	 Stage 1: learning from concrete experiences (‘activists’) 

•	 Stage 2: learning from reflective observation (‘reflectors’)

•	 Stage 3: learning from abstract conceptualisation (‘theorists’)

•	 Stage 4: learning from active experimentation (‘pragmatists’).

Figure 4.1 Stages of the Experiential Learning CycleFigure 4.1 Stages of the Experiential Learning Cycle
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The cycle starts with having experiences, experiencing the ‘concrete, 
tangible, felt qualities of the world’ (concrete experience – ‘feeling’). The 
second stage of the cycle involves reviewing these experiences, watching 
others involved in the experience and reflecting on what happens (‘reflec-
tive observation’ – ‘watching’). In the next stage, new information can be 
gained by thinking, analysing or planning (‘abstract conceptualisation’ 
– ‘thinking’). Here, one tries to make sense of the information available 
and make conclusions or develop theories. The fourth stage involves 
planning and working with these new ideas (‘active experimentation’ 
– ‘doing’). It also signals that you’ve completed the learning cycle. And 
so the cycle continues. Being explicit about moving through each stage 
of the learning cycle has proven to be a very helpful tool in problem-
solving and project management. This learning cycle can also be applied 
in an evaluation, see the example in Box 4.1. 

Box 4.1	 An Example of the Experiential Learning Cycle Applied to an EvaluationBox 4.1	 An Example of the Experiential Learning Cycle Applied to an Evaluation

In Uganda, there was an evaluation of a food and nutrition security initiative. Initially, the team of 
evaluators explored issues together with community members in separate groups of men, women, 
boys and girls (learning from concrete experiences). In the evenings, the evaluation team came 
together to compare notes and share data generated from the field (learning from reflection). They 
analysed together what went well and where improvements were needed, concluding that a few 
changes would need to be made (abstract conceptualisation). They then decided on the next steps 
for the following day and implemented (active application) the new approach for data gathering. And 
so the learning cycle continues.

As an evaluator, you need to be aware of the fact that people have 
different learning styles and will be at different phases of the learning 
cycle. For example, some people:

•	 are content to explore new ideas and situations without ever moving 
on to take action

•	 tend to jump to conclusions without fully exploring or analysing the 
whole situation 

•	 are happy to do things the same way without any concern about 
whether or not their efforts will produce results. 

During the evaluation, you should try to understand the learning styles 
of your stakeholders and make every effort to keep the various stake-
holders in step with each other (as much as possible) throughout the 
learning cycle, as this has consequences for how the evaluation is used. 
Some of the ways of doing this include:

•	 Making sure that you engage the primary intended users at all stages 
of the evaluation

•	 Providing learning opportunities such as face-to-face meetings, field 
visits, training

•	 Ensuring that there is dialogue, openness and creativity.
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4.3	 Single, double and triple loop learning

The single, double and triple loop learning model (Argyris and Schön, 
1978) offers another way of looking at social learning within an evalua-
tion setting. It is useful when identifying underlying causes of problems 
and challenges at hand and provides focused learning opportunities. 
However, problems are often encountered at the double loop learning 
stage. Below is a short description of the model:

•	 Single loop learning is based on following the rules: It is undertaken 
in line with explicit practices, policies and norms of behaviour. 
Learning involves detecting and correcting deviations and variances 
from these standards. In evaluation, the question asked is: Are we 
doing things the right way? Here, we would look especially at how the 
development initiative is being implemented. This helps to improve 
practices.

•	 Double loop learning is associated with social learning, which 
involves redefining how you go about doing things, i.e., changing 
the rules. This approach addresses the basic aspects of, e.g., an 
organisation or development initiative, so that the same things are 
not done in response to changing contexts. At this level of process 
analysis, people, communities or stakeholders become observers 
of themselves and tend to ask themselves questions such as – What 
is going on here? What are the patterns of thinking? In evaluation, 
the question we would ask is: Are we doing the right things? If not, 
what and how can we change? In this instance, we would look at 
whether the policies, practices and norms are appropriate. This helps 
to reframe our thinking and to learn to do things differently.

•	 Triple loop learning represents the highest form of organisational 
self-examination. It involves questioning the entire rationale of an 
organisation or development initiative, and can lead to radical trans-
formations in internal structure, culture and practices, as well as in 
the external context. It involves transforming who we are by creating 
a shift in the way we view ourselves, our organisation, development 
initiative and communities. In evaluation, questions you would ask 
are: What assumptions and beliefs underpin our work? What do we 
think about the rules and how things are done? We would therefore 
look at questioning the rationale behind an organisation and/or 
development initiative and the communities or stakeholders affected. 
Underlying paradigms and theories of change are important here. 
This helps to transform our view of ourselves, our organisation and 
how we can effect change within the development initiative and our 
stakeholders.
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Figure 4.2 Single, Double and Figure 4.2 Single, Double and Triple Loop LearningTriple Loop Learning

  Source:Source: Adapted from Argyris and Schön (1978), in Ramalingam (2010) Adapted from Argyris and Schön (1978), in Ramalingam (2010)

It is important to note, however, that despite efforts to promote social 
learning at the organisational level, based on evidence in the field, 
many development organisations have not been entirely successful 
in becoming learning organisations and continue to face challenges. 
Ramalingam (2010) writes about the findings of research undertaken by 
Active Learning Network for Accounting and Performance (ALNAP) 
and ODI, as well as the problems that selected development organisa-
tions encounter in applying two learning approaches – the triple loop 
learning of Argyris and Schön and Senge’s learning organisation model. 
He found that in many aid agencies the single loop learning takes place 
at the individual and group levels in an ad hoc and informal way. In 
some cases, the results of the review of projects became a standard list 
of ‘lessons learned’ and an ‘end product’ with nothing much done after-
wards in terms of follow-up action. 

In double loop learning, Ramalingam (2010) found that “emerging 
cultures of learning and innovation frequently overwhelm existing 
cultures of compliance”. So, for example, if there is a culture where 
mistakes are made and not admitted to, it makes it difficult for lessons to 
be learned. Despite the frequency in changes in leadership and organi-
sational strategy, the predictability in the way many of the organisations 
continue to work indicates that the deep commitment to change that 
the triple loop advocates does not really take place in many of these 
organisations. 

Based on these experiences, it is therefore important not to lose sight of 
the reasons for conducting the evaluation and to try as much as possible 
to ensure that the findings are used. There is also a need to take into 
consideration the context in which social learning is taking place and 
adapt your methods accordingly to capture lessons learned.



 4:85Turning evaluation into a learning process

Box 4.2	 Selected Box 4.2	 Selected Barriers to LearningBarriers to Learning

Internal barriers
•	 Lack of recognition of learning as important to:

oo an organisation’s development 
oo an organisation’s ability to respond to the needs of their stakeholders 

•	 Lack of incentives and rewards within the organisation to learn
•	 Blame culture – where accountability is associated with blame 
•	 Rigid structures with very little room for flexibility and change
•	 Weak structure to support access, storage, transfer and dissemination of lessons learned

External barriers
•	 Donor priorities 
•	 Unequal nature of the donor relationship which puts the donor in the driving seat, inhibiting the 

free flow of information and the formation of a true partnership
•	 Pressure to demonstrate low overheads
•	 Competition for funding resulting in a need for uncomplicated success stories

4.4	 Key learning moments during the evaluation process

Reviewing the theory of change (see paragraph 2.2.4) and undertaking 
critical reflection (see paragraph 2.3.6) offer excellent learning moments 
within the evaluation process where you can apply insights gained from 
the two learning frameworks presented earlier. The following sections 
show how the notion of learning is pivotal to these evaluation steps.

4.4.1	 Theory of change review 

Engaging stakeholders in a discussion on their theories of change can 
contribute to improved learning of a development initiative by stake-
holders themselves. Often, individuals are focused on the ‘doing’ and 
do not take the time or space to think through their own theories or 
assumptions about how change happens. Thinking through your own 
theories of change can help you to question assumptions about how 
you think change happens. This process also ensures that the evaluators 
develop a shared understanding of the development initiative (not only 
between themselves and stakeholders, but also among stakeholders), 
strengthen buy-in into the evaluation process and subsequently, are 
better able to focus the evaluation. Be aware that the process can also 
heighten differences as people often have different theories of change. In 
an evaluation, it is important to learn:

•	 where the points of commonalities are

•	 where the thinking is fundamentally different

•	 what the implications are.

Note that critical reflection can be used as a tool to help articulate the 
ideas, views and values of stakeholders.
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4.4.2	 Critical reflection

Through the process of critical reflection, stakeholders are able to 
interpret and create new knowledge and actions from their ordinary 
and sometimes extraordinary experiences. Systematically applied in 
the context of a development initiative, critical reflection can assist in 
making sense of what is happening, relating it to reality and to existing 
learning, and coming up with ideas for improving the strategy and the 
way it is implemented. 

It is important to note that critical reflection takes place throughout the 
evaluation process. Box 4.3 presents some critical reflection questions 
that can assist you in getting a deeper understanding of any develop-
ment initiative being evaluated. You can see that these questions force 
you to engage with the data. 

Box 4.3	 Critical Reflection QuestionsBox 4.3	 Critical Reflection Questions

•	 What happened, to whom and in what circumstances?

•	 What generalisations do you draw from this; what exceptions are there; how can those excep-
tions be explained (and not explained away)?

•	 What contradictions do you observe (i.e., what could be fitted into the phrase ‘on the one hand 
…, on the other hand…’)?  Assuming these contradictions both to be true, what sense do you 
make of it?

•	 Which of these events did you not expect to happen? What does that say about the assumptions 
you made about the development initiative?

•	 What did not happen that you expected to see in your data? What does that say about the 
assumptions you made about the initiative?

•	 What remains a puzzle?  What would you have to do to begin to resolve that puzzle?

Source:Source: Bob Williams (2009) Bob Williams (2009)

This kind of critical reflection may be a departure from standard practice 
in two important ways:

•	 There is a focus on the unexpected. Surprises are not seen as a 
nuisance, but as interesting material for learning. After all, if we see 
what we expect to see, we do not learn anything new.

•	 There is an interest in problems and failures, to help look for oppor-
tunities to improve.

So, it is crucial to stimulate people to share not only their successes, but 
also their problems. This can be done in critical reflection meetings and 
events (e.g., a stakeholder workshop at the end of an evaluation process, 
and quarterly meetings during the year). Different stakeholders should 
actively participate in these critical reflection events so as to bring out 
commonalities and differences. 
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4.5	 Enhancing learning

Various factors can affect the way in which stakeholders engaged in the 
evaluation process learn from their participation. Box 4.4 lists some of 
the factors affecting learning, and is based to some extent on the work 
of Preskill (2007). As an evaluator, you will need to assess some of these 
factors before agreeing on the final design or approach for the evalua-
tion. For example, if people are not used to having regular stakeholder 
meetings where issues are discussed openly, it may be difficult to do this 
for the first time when evaluating the development initiative. Formal 
and informal individual and group discussions and frequent informal 
events during the evaluation may elicit some of these factors. Some 
factors are easy to assess, like level and type of communication methods, 
while others are more difficult to gauge such as attitude, beliefs and eval-
uation experience. You will find that you may have to use a range of 
different methods to bring these factors to the table during the evalua-
tion process. 
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Addressing many of the factors listed in Box 4.4 will help you to promote 
individual and organisational or societal learning. Some of the factors, 
however, if not already in place, such as the support of the organisa-
tion and degree to which the organisation is a learning organisation, will 
require much time and the strong commitment of management, staff 
and stakeholders to contribute to the desired change.

Box 4.4	Box 4.4	 Factors Affecting Learning from an EvaluationFactors Affecting Learning from an Evaluation

The following is a list of the factors which can affect how stakeholders will learn from their participa-
tion in evaluation: 

•	 How well evaluation meetings are facilitated – this involves the extent to which stakeholders feel 
included in the process and feel free to express their opinions; this also includes helping to create 
a certain level of trust among the group members and giving time and space to discuss various 
issues

•	 The level of support given by management of organisations and leaders of the community to 
those involved in the evaluation process – will management and/or leaders accept their staff 
sharing their experiences as well as allow them to use what they have learned?

•	 Stakeholders’ beliefs, attitudes and experiences with the evaluation in the initiative being 
evaluated. These include stakes of the stakeholders in the evaluation process, their position, 
previous training in evaluation, and the belief that evaluation findings will be used

•	 The degree to which the organisations involved in the evaluation are learning organisations – do 
they reward learning or is there a blame culture associated with accountability? Do their organi-
sational structures facilitate learning?

•	 The level and type of communication between and among stakeholders involved in the evalua-
tion process

•	 The amount of space given for stakeholders to explore issues and express their opinions

Source:Source: Adapted from Preskill (2005 and 2007, p. 328) Adapted from Preskill (2005 and 2007, p. 328)

4.6	 Dealing with diversity in learning processes

Undoubtedly there will be a wide range of opinions, beliefs, experiences, 
but also values, whenever you have a variety of stakeholders engaging in 
an evaluation. An evaluation should bring out not only the commonali-
ties but also differences in perspectives. 

Methods that encourage dialogue (such as storytelling, Most Signifi-
cant Change technique, Venn diagram, participatory mapping, partici-
patory matrices or other participatory learning and action techniques) 
are used frequently in utilization-focused evaluations. These methods 
search mainly for commonalities, common ground. However, it is also 
important to use dialectical methods (such as ritual dissent/assent, 
convergent interviewing, contradiction identification, and Circular 
Dialogue) that deliberately focus initially on differences in order to 
resolve deep issues. 
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After exploring the differences (using one or more of the methods 
above), try to get a deep understanding of the unresolved issues. Be 
aware that you do not always have to come to an agreement. As an eval-
uation unfolds, evaluators and primary intended users and other key 
stakeholders must work together to identify the evaluation that best fits 
their specific interests, and the context and situation of the development 
initiative. 

4.7	 Some key points on turning evaluation into a learning 
process

1.	 Learning means not only acquiring new knowledge, skills and attitudes, it also involves 
sensemaking. 

2.	 Engaging stakeholders in learning during an evaluation can enhance evaluation use and influ-
ence and can make stakeholders aware of the role they can play in contributing to change. 

3.	 Although there are conflicting theories on learning, learning frameworks such as Kolb’s learning 
cycle and the Triple loop learning theory offer valuable insights into learning. There are also 
many other relevant frameworks and theories to draw on in the literature. Understanding 
learning processes will help you to better understand the development initiative, its context, 
challenges, what you should be evaluating and how change happens.

4.	 Reviewing theories of change and facilitating critical reflection are key steps in the evaluation 
process where learning takes place. 

5.	 There are barriers to learning that you should be mindful of such as donor priorities and weak 
structures to support learning within an organisation. The support of management is critical to 
becoming a learning organisation. Evaluation is one way of enhancing learning within an organi-
sation. Some of the factors affecting learning among stakeholders during an evaluation include: 
how well evaluation meetings are facilitated; the level of support of management; stakeholder 
attitude, beliefs and experience during the evaluation; the level of communication; and time and 
space given to stakeholders to discuss issues.

6.	 Invariably, during the learning process in an evaluation, there are differences of opinion. Dialec-
tical methods are particularly useful in resolving these differences.
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5	5	 Thinking through the possible influences 
and consequences of evaluation on 
change processes

Managing the findings of the evaluation is just as important as managing 
the evaluation process itself. The evaluation process and findings can 
have many influences and consequences, some expected and explicit, 
but many unknown and inexplicit. These influences or changes can be 
at the individual, interpersonal or collective level. Some of these influ-
ences and changes can be managed, but change processes are, in general, 
complex and most of the change is uncontrolled, influenced by the inter-
action of many different factors and actors.

To ensure that the findings of an evaluation matter, it is important to 
think through pathways of change after the evaluation, in collabora-
tion with the implementing organisation, intended users and other 
key stakeholders. This can help maximise the benefits of evaluation. 
Understanding how change happens and how to manage it will also help. 
And although the guide does not address change processes in detail, it 
provides a few guidelines on how to manage for change.
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From the previous chapters, we have seen that to bring about real change 
in the lives of people, we need to integrate evaluations into existing 
learning processes within organisations. Primary intended users and 
other stakeholders need to actively engage in the evaluation processes. 
As evaluators, commissioners of evaluations, M&E officers, we should 
be ready to accept the different stakeholder viewpoints and to act on 
them where appropriate. This is not easy. It requires:

•	 openness to learning

•	 critical questioning and feedback

•	 reviewing our mindsets. 

After the evaluation, the role of the external evaluator is normally 
reduced considerably. It is important, however, for the evaluator to 
present and discuss key findings of the evaluation during an end-of-
evaluation workshop(s) where recommendations can be developed and 
outstanding issues discussed with different stakeholder groups and a 
communication strategy developed. It is then often up to management, 
the commissioner of the evaluation, the M&E officer, selected stake-
holders and perhaps an external consultant (with expertise in change 
management) to lead the change process. 

Box 5.1	 An Box 5.1	 An Evaluation Process that Evaluation Process that Influenced Change ProcessesInfluenced Change Processes

During an evaluation of the collaboration between two Dutch organisations, an initial workshop was 
organised to help identify the theory of change behind the initiative. It became clear that there was 
no explicit theory of change which affected the focus of their initiative. They realised the importance 
of this and started developing a more explicit theory of change in the proposal for the next phase of 
the initiative, which was due right after the evaluation. 

Evaluations can confirm that certain processes work well, and they can 
also identify the need for change. Any action plan developed to address 
the need for change will have to take into consideration the different 
stakeholder points of view and although you may have had consider-
able buy-in of stakeholders during the evaluation process, you may 
find that there are some pockets of resistance to change (see Box 5.2). 
Whatever the situation you may find yourself in, it is important to be 
clear and open about the facts and the key messages that you want to 
convey and invite a response from selected stakeholders to help better 
place the findings in their particular context. Encourage those who are 
directly involved in carrying out the action plan to communicate face-
to-face with those stakeholders who are key to the change process. Email 
and written notices are poor tools for conveying and developing under-
standing. For fairly complex changes, it might be worthwhile to consider 
using an external consultant to assist in the change process. 
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Box 5.2	 Possible Reactions of Stakeholders to ChangeBox 5.2	 Possible Reactions of Stakeholders to Change

•	 Accepting the findings and recommendations, and ready to act upon them. This is the easiest 
situation. Nevertheless, there may still be various barriers to implementation (e.g., other people 
might resist changes in the way they need to work).

•	 Accepting the findings and recommendations, and willing to see them implemented, but 
unable to act upon them. In this case, you will need to find out what the obstacles are. They 
might include a lack of necessary skills, staff or financial resources. If these problems can’t be 
dealt with, implementation of the action plan is unlikely to succeed.

•	 Accepting the findings, but not the recommendations, and not willing to act upon them. This 
can happen when the recommendations appear to create more negative effects (extra time and 
costs) for this stakeholder than positive improvements. Negotiation might be needed to minimise 
the negative effects and enhance the positive ones. This can also happen when a stakeholder 
is unable to see the benefits of implementing the recommendations and therefore hesitates to 
support them. In this case, more information and exposure to successful examples might be 
required.

•	 Rejecting the findings and the recommendations. It is likely that this reaction is based on the 
relationship the stakeholder has with the evaluators and/or the development initiative, rather 
than on the report itself (assuming the evaluation and the report were adequate). Other reasons 
for this reaction could be that the stakeholder was not engaged in the evaluation, that there are 
personality clashes or that there is disagreement between the stakeholder and the unit imple-
menting the project. In these cases, relationships need to be improved before any co-operation 
from the stakeholder can be expected in the implementation process.

Source: Source: CTA/KIT/IICD (2009, p. 63)CTA/KIT/IICD (2009, p. 63)

5.1	 How change happens

Change is a part of life and is always taking place. According to Green, “a 
change process, whether at the national or local level, typically involves 
a combination of four components: context; institutions; agents; events” 
(2008). Change management therefore has to do with the process, tools 
and techniques to manage the people-side of change processes, to achieve 
the required outcomes, and to realise the change effectively within the 
individual change agent, the development initiative, organisation, and 
wider system. See Figure 5.1.
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Figure 5.1 Matrix Showing Factors Promoting Transformation at the Individual, Relationship, Figure 5.1 Matrix Showing Factors Promoting Transformation at the Individual, Relationship, 
Cultural and Systems LevelsCultural and Systems Levels

IndividualIndividual

•	 Personal transformation

•	 Help individuals grow and develop greater 
self-awareness

•	 Education to broaden knowledge base

•	 Training to broaden competency base

•	 Attention to mental and spiritual health and 
growth

•	 Make explicit and examine assumptions, 
mindsets, mental models

•	 Transformations not only in ‘what’ one 
knows, but ‘how’ one knows (epistomology)

RelationshipsRelationships

•	 Transforming relationships

•	 Reconciliation / Conflict transformation

•	 Building trust

•	 Promoting respect and recognition

•	 Increasing knowledge and awareness of 
interdependence

•	 Changing patterns of dysfunctional relations

CultureCulture

•	 Transforming collective patterns of thinking 
and acting

•	 Changing the ‘rules’ and values that sustain 
patterns of exclusion

•	 Exploring and transforming taken-for-granted 
collective habits of thinking and behavior

•	 Promoting more inclusive, participatory 
culture of ‘civic engagement’

•	 Transforming patterns of overly simplistic and 
distorted discourse

Structures / SystemsStructures / Systems

•	 Transforming structures, processes, 
mechanisms

•	 Lobbying for more just policies, greater 
transparency and accountability, institutional 
rearrangements

•	 Just and equitable allocation of resources and 
services

•	 Reforming processes

Source:Source: Thomas (2007), drawing on Wilber (2006) Thomas (2007), drawing on Wilber (2006)

From Figure 5.1, you can see that change is not a single event, but more of 
a way of working towards a goal where learning is central to the change 
process. Critical to this, is the need for management of organisations 
to create an environment which promotes creativity, knowledge sharing 
and learning, see Box 5.3.
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Box 5.3	Box 5.3	 Learning-Based Change and the Learning Organisation’s CharacteristicsLearning-Based Change and the Learning Organisation’s Characteristics

•	 Provide continuous learning opportunities

•	 Use learning to reach your goals

•	 Link individual performance with organisational / societal performance

•	 Foster inquiry and dialogue, making it safe for people to share openly and take risks

•	 Embrace creative tension as a source of energy and renewal

•	 Be continuously aware of and interact with their environment

Source:Source: Centre for Development Innovation, Wageningen University & Research centre (2010) Centre for Development Innovation, Wageningen University & Research centre (2010)

Kotter (2002) provides eight key steps to successfully introduce change 
consequent on the findings of the evaluation:

1.	 Create urgency  – For change to take place, it helps if you have the 
support of most of your stakeholders. Develop a sense of urgency and 
inspire people to act. Make objectives real and relevant.

2.	 Build the guiding team – Get the right people in place with the right 
emotional commitment, and the right mix of skills and levels to help 
lead the change process.

3.	 Get the vision right – Identify the values that are central to the 
change. Get the team to establish a simple vision and clear strategy 
based on the findings and recommendations of the evaluation. Focus 
on the emotional and creative elements necessary to drive service 
and efficiency.

4.	 Communicate for buy-in – Involve as many people as you possibly 
can and communicate your vision and strategies often and in a simple 
way. Appeal and respond to people’s needs. Have a clear message – 
make technology work for you.

5.	 Empower action – Put in place a structure to facilitate change. Try 
to identify pockets of resistance to change and help these people 
to see what is needed and why. Remove barriers quickly and allow 
for constructive feedback and support from leaders. Recognise and 
reward those who make change happen.

6.	 Create short-term wins – Set short-term objectives that are easy to 
achieve, with little room for failure. Complete current stages before 
starting new ones. Reward those who help you to meet your objectives.

7.	 Don’t let up – Foster and encourage determination and persistence 
– encourage ongoing progress reporting and highlight achieved and 
future milestones. Analyse every achievement and ask yourself what 
went right and what needs improving.

8.	 Make change stick – Tell success stories of change within your 
organisation. Reinforce the value of successful change via recruit-
ment, promotion, and new change leaders. Weave change into the 
culture of the organisation.
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5.2	 Some key points on thinking through the possible 
influences and consequences of evaluation on the change 
process

1.	 Learning is key to contributing to change in the lives of people.

2.	 For evaluations to matter, you should not only think through the evaluation process, but also 
think through how the key findings could influence a change process at individual, interpersonal 
or collective level; and think through a pathway of change. Before embarking on a pathway of 
change you need to ask yourself: What is it that you want to achieve with this change? Why? 
How do you know that change has been achieved? Who is affected by this change? How much 
can you achieve without any external help? Which aspects of the change do you need help with?

3.	 To ensure that the process is consultative, engage your primary intended users and other key 
stakeholders at every step of the process.

4.	 Where change is complex, consider using an expert to facilitate the process.

5.	 Be clear and open about the facts. Have face-to-face meetings as much as possible. 

6.	 Kotter suggests eight key steps to facilitate change at the individual, group and organisational 
level. 
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		 Conclusion: Evaluations matter

Evaluation is a rapidly growing field, fraught with challenges given the 
continually changing and complex environment in which development 
initiatives take place. This guide is but a stepping stone, providing some 
insight into the current issues faced by evaluators, commissioners, M&E 
officers and key stakeholders within the international development 
sector and how they tackle them. 

We have not been too concerned with explaining in detail about the 
various evaluation models, frameworks and theories and how to conduct 
in-depth evaluations. What the guide has attempted to do instead, is to 
offer key principles and approaches on how to make evaluations matter. 
In addition to suggesting steps for designing evaluations, chapters have 
covered the role of stakeholders, how to get them engaged in the eval-
uation process, and the importance of the learning process in getting 
stakeholders on board for action and thinking through the possible 
influences and consequences of evaluation. The emphasis has also been 
on the sharing of experiences – successes and failures. 

In the end, it is how we think through our evaluation process that makes 
the difference in the outcome of the evaluation and how this is utilised. 
The following are key points that we should bear in mind in making 
evaluations matter: 

•	 take into consideration the needs of stakeholders, especially intended 
primary users, and how they wish to use the evaluation findings

•	 engage stakeholders in the evaluation process to make the evalu-
ation more relevant and get a more comprehensive picture of the 
evaluation 

•	 stakeholders are more likely to use results of the evaluation if they 
feel ownership of the process

•	 recognise that stakeholders have different stakes and that some 
stakeholders can have a tremendous influence or power that can 
affect the process and outcome of the evaluation

•	 be aware that choices made for the evaluation process and its 
outcomes can have a range of consequences and this knowledge can 
assist in using evaluation as an instrument for shared learning and 
to bring about change

•	 learning is part of the sensemaking process – engaging stakeholders 
in the learning process can enhance evaluation use and contribute 
to change
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•	 think through the multiple evaluation roles adopted by the evaluator 
and other key stakeholders 

•	 take into consideration the circumstances and context in which the 
evaluation will take place.

Not too much time has been spent on how to implement evaluation 
findings and manage change as this is not what the guide is about. An 
important lesson that you need to draw, however, is that managing 
change can be a complex process which needs to be implemented 
carefully – and that the learning-based change model advocated in 
Chapter 5 can also be useful in reinforcing and encouraging organisa-
tional learning.

Evaluations do matter, they can contribute to the general understanding 
of complex environments in which many of our development initia-
tives take place and help us to be innovative in the way we adapt our 
programmes to address the needs of intended primary users and to 
improve the welfare of primary stakeholders.



 99Annexes

Annexes

Annex A: 	Examples of (Learning) Purposes, Assessment Questions, Users and Uses of an Annex A: 	Examples of (Learning) Purposes, Assessment Questions, Users and Uses of an 
Evaluation for a Food Security Initiative Evaluation for a Food Security Initiative 

Purposes of the 
evaluation

Key evaluation/
learning/assessment 
questions

Users and use (‘ownership’)

Accountability – Accountability – 
performance and financial performance and financial 
accountability (upward, accountability (upward, 
downward, sideward)downward, sideward)

Particularly in a more 
participatory evaluation, 
accountability should 
not only be upward 
(e.g., to funders), but 
also downward (to 
primary stakeholders) 
and sideward (to 
key stakeholders). 
Sensemaking by 
stakeholders should be 
part of this process so 
that decisions for use 
and usefulness (and 
influence) can be made.

Is the money being spent as 
we had agreed?

Was implementation in 
compliance with funding 
mandates?

Have assigned 
responsibilities being 
performed as agreed?

Funders: to make a decision on 
whether or not to continue funding the 
next phase

Primary stakeholders: to decide 
whether or not to continue investing 
time and effort in participating on 
project activities; communicating to 
other communities the successes of 
the project

Key stakeholders: to review and adapt 
collaboration agreements for food 
security interventions

Strategic management – Strategic management – 
adjust overall intervention adjust overall intervention 
strategy in relation to strategy in relation to 
internal and external internal and external 
contextscontexts

Assess to what extent 
the overall intervention 
logic, chosen strategies, 
approaches and targeting 
have contributed to 
change e.g., in food 
security, and how 
they related to other 
interventions and 
situations that affect 
people’s lives. 

Does the overall project goal 
still reflect the initiative’s 
dream?

Were the project objectives 
the best means to contribute 
to the project purpose?

Are strategies leading to 
expected changes in people’s 
lives? 

Are the groups influenced 
and supported by the 
initiative contributing towards 
the project goal & purpose?

Are we working with the right 
stakeholders?

How is the context changing? 
What are the implications for 
our work?

Programme managers, policy-makers, 
funders: 

i) to make strategic decisions on 
how to proceed in the next phase, 
for example, in terms of strategies 
(e.g., agricultural production, income 
generation or more?), approach 
(participatory) or targeting (women and 
children? Men? Poor?) 

ii) to be able to see the whole 
picture as far as people’s lives are 
concerned and what role food security 
interventions can play in this

iii) to be able to make linkages with 
other important interventions or 
address situations that have not been 
addressed before but which have an 
important influence on people’s food 
security situation 

iv) to adapt policies and strategies to  
a changing environment
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Purposes of the 
evaluation

Key evaluation/
learning/assessment 
questions

Users and use (‘ownership’)

Operational management Operational management 
– improve implementation– improve implementation

Assess, for example:

•	 To what extent 
scheduled activities 
are on track

•	 To what extent 
resources have been 
used as planned

Which strategies need to 
be implemented better and 
how?

Is the project implementation 
on time and on budget?

Managers: to decide on adaptations in 
order to speed up progress 

Key stakeholders: to understand and 
adapt their operations 

Primary stakeholders (e.g., women 
and children): to see whether there are 
some intermediate changes, whether 
these changes are positive or negative 
and what they can do themselves to 
enhance implementation; to develop 
trust in project implementation and 
investment

New (versus old?) New (versus old?) 
knowledge generationknowledge generation

Deepen understanding

Assess, for example, 
how the innovative 
approaches and projects 
are working out 

What do we and our 
collaborative partners or 
primary stakeholders want to 
understand better? (i.e., how 
does a specific innovation 
work out?)

Like-minded organisations: to learn 
from the innovations so they can also 
adapt and apply success factors and 
approaches.

Primary stakeholders: to learn lessons 
about how they can adapt their lives 
in their particular context for a better 
future.

Lobby and advocacy/Lobby and advocacy/
policy influencing policy influencing 

Generate information, for 
example, on the existing 
food security situation 
in a country to influence 
existing policies, e.g., 
in food security and 
to influence existing 
informal institutions that 
positively or negatively 
affect food and nutrition 
security 

Who needs what data to 
lobby for (policy) change? 

What are the citizens’ views 
on current policies related to 
food security?

What are the particular 
issues and needs of the poor 
in relation to food security?

What are the contextual 
factors (e.g., politics) that 
influence the policy-making 
process? 

Policy-makers: to develop new or 
adapt existing food security policies.

Primary stakeholders (e.g., citizens): to 
influence policy-makers in developing 
or adapting their policies (lobby 
and advocacy). To address informal 
institutions that positively or negatively 
influence their food and nutrition 
security. 

Strengthen capacityStrengthen capacity Are we doing everything we 
can to maintain and enhance 
our capacity to support 
our primary and other key 
stakeholders?

Implementing agency: to think through 
and adapt, if necessary, strategies to 
encourage capacity building

Sensitise for action (using Sensitise for action (using 
persuasive means)persuasive means)

What problem/issue do 
we need to monitor to 
sensitise others and induce 
behavioural changes?

Implementing agency and key 
stakeholders: to stimulate behavioural 
change

Partnerships − build and Partnerships − build and 
maintain trust (supportive)maintain trust (supportive)

Do we have trustworthy 
and supportive relationships 
with the project clients and 
collaborative partners?

Implementing agency, clients and 
collaborative partners: to build new 
partnerships and strengthen existing 
ones
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Annex B:	Contrasts between Traditional Evaluation and Complexity-Sensitive Developmental Annex B:	Contrasts between Traditional Evaluation and Complexity-Sensitive Developmental 
EvaluationEvaluation

Traditional programme 
evaluation tendencies

Complexity-sensitive 
developmental evaluation

1.	 Purpose and situation

1.1. Evaluation 
purposes

Formative–summative distinction 
dominant: formative improves; 
summative tests, proves and 
validates programme models; 
accountability

Support development of 
innovations and adaptation 
of interventions in dynamic 
environments

1.2. Situation where it 
is appropriate

Manageable and stable situation; 
root cause of the problem being 
addressed is known and bounded; 
intervention reasonably well 
conceptualized; goals known; 
the key variables expected to 
affect outcomes are controllable, 
measurable, and predictable

Complex, dynamic environment; 
no known solution to priority 
problems; no certain way forward 
and multiple pathways possible; 
need for innovation, exploration, 
and social experimentation

1.3 Dominant niche 
and mindset

Finding out if a programme model 
works: focus on effectiveness, 
efficiency, impact, and scalability

Exploring possibilities; generating 
ideas and trying them out; 
preformal model, so preformative; 
nonsummative in that ongoing 
innovation and development is 
expected, never arriving at a fixed 
intervention

2.	 Focus and target of evaluation

2.1. Target of change Identified outcomes for intended 
programme beneficiaries and 
participants; change individual 
behaviours and performance 
indicators

Systems change along a 
continuum from small local 
systems to disruptive social 
innovations aimed at major, cross-
scale impacts on big problems

2.2. Driving force of the 
intervention

Outcomes-driven; systems viewed 
as context

Systems-change-driven; specific 
outcomes emergent, dynamic

2.3. Evaluation results 
focus

Formative: improve and fine-tune 
the model; prepare for summative
Summative: render overall 
judgments of merit and worth, 
success or failure

Development: provide timely 
feedback for development; 
generate learning and support 
action in the development process

2.4. Evaluation locus Evaluation is top-down (theory-
driven) or bottom-up (participatory)

Evaluation helps innovators 
navigate the muddled middle 
where top-down and bottom-up 
forces intersect and often collide
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Traditional programme 
evaluation tendencies

Complexity-sensitive 
developmental evaluation

3.	 Modelling and methods

3.1. Modelling 
approach

Design the evaluation based 
on a linear cause-effect logic 
model: specify inputs to activities/
processes, then outputs to 
outcomes to impacts. Causality 
is modelled, hypothesized, and 
predicted, then tested

Design the evaluation using 
systems thinking to capture and 
map complex systems dynamics 
and interdependencies, and 
track emergent interconnections. 
Causality is based on pattern 
detection (inference to the best 
explanation), retrospectively 
constructed from observations

3.2 Counterfactuals Counterfactuals a dominant 
concern to deal with attribution

Counterfactual formulations 
meaningless because of 
complexity: far too many variables 
and possibilities emerging 
and interacting dynamically 
to conceptualize simple 
counterfactuals

3.3. Measurement 
approach

Measure performance and success 
against predetermined goals 
and SMART outcomes: specific, 
measurable, achievable, realistic, 
and time-bound

Develops measures and tracking 
mechanisms quickly as outcomes 
emerge; measures can change 
during the evaluation as the 
process unfolds. Tracking the 
forks in the road and implications 
of key decisions as innovation 
evolves

3.4. Attention to 
unexpected 
consequences

Typically token attention, if any at 
all, to unanticipated consequences 
and side effects

Expect the unexpected. Serious 
attention to the unanticipated 
and emergent as a fundamental 
evaluation function

3.5. Evaluation design 
responsibility

Evaluator determines the 
design based on the evaluator’s 
perspective about what is rigorous. 
The evaluator has responsibility for 
and controls the evaluation even if 
stakeholder is solicited

Evaluator collaborates with those 
engaged in the change effort to 
co-create an evaluation that is 
useful and matches the innovation 
process philosophically and 
organizationally

3.6. Methods approach 
and philosophy

Rigorously methods-focused: an 
evaluation is judged by validity 
and methodological criteria first 
and foremost; utility is viewed as 
methods-dependent. Traditional 
research and disciplinary standards 
of quality dominate

Utilization-focused: methods 
are chosen in service to 
developmental use; methods 
derive from utility and pragmatic 
considerations; judgments 
about methodological quality 
are context-and-intended-use 
dependent
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Traditional programme 
evaluation tendencies

Complexity-sensitive 
developmental evaluation

3.7. Interpretation 
and reasoning 
processes

Deduction first and foremost; 
some induction some of the 
time if qualitative methods used. 
Attribution analysis

Abduction (inference to the best 
explanation) and pragmatism. 
Contribution analysis.

4.	 Roles and relationships

4.1. Ideal evaluator 
stance

Evaluator is independent, 
whether located internally or 
externally. Credibility depends on 
independence

Evaluator is part of the innovation 
team, a facilitator and learning 
coach, bringing evaluative thinking 
to the group, supportive of the 
innovators’ values and vision. 
Credibility depends on a mutually 
respectful relationship

4.2. Locus and focus of 
accountability

Accountability focused on and 
directed to external authorities 
and funders based on explicit 
preordinate criteria

Accountability centered on 
the innovators’ deep sense 
of fundamental values and 
commitment to make a difference; 
funders must buy into what gets 
developed and learned as the 
focus of accountability

4.3. Organizational 
locus of evaluation

Evaluation often a compliance 
function delegated down in the 
organization and/or outside to an 
external evaluator

Evaluation a leadership function 
nurturing reality-testing, results 
focused, learning-oriented 
leadership

5.	 Evaluation results and impacts

5.1. Desired and ideal 
evaluation findings

Validated best practices, 
generalizable across time and 
space

Effective principles that can 
inform practice and minimum 
specifications that can be adapted 
to local context

5.2. Evaluation 
approach to a 
going-to-scale 
initiative or model 
dissemination

In evaluating dissemination of 
models and taking “best practices” 
to scale, the focus is on high 
fidelity replication

In evaluating dissemination and 
going to scale, the focus is on 
applying principles and adaptation 
to local context

5.3. Reporting mode Often ponderous, detailed formal 
reports; scholarly voice (third 
person, passive)

Rapid, real time feedback. 
Engaged, present voice (first 
person, active)

5.4. Impact of 
evaluation on 
organizational 
culture

Evaluation often engenders fear of 
failure

Evaluation aims to nurture hunger 
for learning
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Traditional programme 
evaluation tendencies

Complexity-sensitive 
developmental evaluation

5.5. Evaluation 
capacity built 
through the 
evaluation process

Usually not an objective; the focus 
is on getting credible evaluation 
results based on rigorous methods

Building ongoing and long-term 
capacity to think and engage 
evaluatively is built into the 
process

6.	 Approaches to complexity

6.1. Approach to 
uncertainty

Aims for as much certainty and 
predictability as possible

Expects uncertainty and 
unpredictability as given in 
complex and dynamic situations

6.2. Approach to 
control

Evaluator attempts to control 
design implementation and the 
evaluation process

Learning to respond to lack of 
control; staying in touch with 
what’s unfolding and responding 
accordingly – and agilely

7.	 Professional qualities

7.1. Key evaluator 
attributes

Methodological competence 
and commitment to rigor; 
independence; credibility with 
external authorities and funders; 
analytical and critical thinking

Methodological flexibility, 
eclecticism, and adaptability; 
systems thinking: creative and 
critical thinking balanced; high 
tolerance for ambiguity; open  
and agile.

Team work and people skills: able 
to facilitate rigorous evidence-
based reflection to inform action

7.2. Evaluation 
standards and 
ethics

Knowledgeable about and 
committed to evaluation’s 
professional standards

Knowledgeable about and 
committed to evaluation’s 
professional standards

Source:Source: Patton (2011: p. 23-26). Patton (2011: p. 23-26).
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Accountability: Obligation, e.g. of an organisation, funding agency, or development 
programme, to demonstrate to stakeholders that work has been conducted in 
compliance with agreed rules and standards or to report fairly and accurately on 
performance results vis-à-vis mandated roles and/or plans. 

Adaptive management: A process that integrates the design, management and monitoring of 
a development initiative to provide a framework for testing assumptions, adaptation 
and learning.

Appreciative Inquiry (often known as AI): An approach, developed by David Cooperrider 
and Suresh Srivastva, which is based on the premise that ‘organisations change 
in the direction in which they inquire.’ So an organisation which inquires into 
problems will keep finding problems, but an organisation which attempts to 
appreciate what is best in itself will discover more and more that is good. It can then 
use these discoveries to build a new future where the best becomes more common. 
(Source: http://www.new-paradigm.co.uk/Appreciative.htm)

Citizens’ jury: A participatory technique based on the rationale that given adequate 
information and opportunity to discuss an issue, a selected group of stakeholders 
can be trusted to make a decision on behalf of their community.

Constructivism: A theory of knowledge (epistemology) which argues that humans generate 
knowledge and meaning from their experiences.

Development initiative: An initiative focused on empowerment and eliminating poverty. 
This can be a project, a programme, a network, or any other initiative.

Effectiveness: A measure of the extent to which a project attains its objectives at the goal or 
purpose level, i.e., the extent to which it has attained, or is expected to attain, its 
relevant objectives efficiently and in a sustainable way.

Efficacy: The extent to which a development initiative’s objectives were achieved or expected 
to be achieved, taking into account their relative importance.

Efficiency: A measure of how economically inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are converted 
into outputs.

Empowerment-focused evaluation: Evaluation conducted to affirm participants’ self-
determination and agenda.

Evaluation: An assessment of ongoing and completed development projects in terms of their 
design, implementation and results.

Evaluation/performance question: A question that helps guide the information seeking 
and analysis process, to help understand whether or not a project is performing as 
planned.
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Impact: The changes in the lives of people, as perceived by them and their partners at the 
time of evaluation, including sustainability-enhancing change in their environment 
to which the project has contributed. Change can be positive or negative, intended or 
unintended.

Indicator: A quantitative or qualitative factor or variable that provides a simple and reliable 
basis for assessing/indicating achievement, change or performance. 

Iterative process: Involves going back and revising steps in an evaluation process.

Knowledge Management (KM): A range of practices used in organisations to identify, 
create, represent, distribute and enable adoption of insights and experiences which 
comprise knowledge, either embodied in individuals or embedded in organisational 
processes or practice.

Logical framework approach (LFA): An analytical, presentational and management tool that 
involves problem analysis, stakeholder analysis, developing a hierarchy of objectives 
and selecting a preferred implementation strategy. It helps to identify strategic 
elements (inputs, outputs, purpose, goal) and their causal relationships, as well as the 
external assumptions (risks) that may influence success and failure of a development 
initiative. 

Logical framework matrix (or logframe): A table, usually consisting of four rows and four 
columns, that summarises what the project intends to do and how (necessary inputs, 
outputs, purpose, objectives), what the key assumptions are, and how outputs and 
outcomes will be monitored and evaluated. 

M&E: See Monitoring and Evaluation.

Managing for Development Results (MfDR): An approach that centres on gearing all 
human, financial, technological and natural resources - domestic and external - to 
achieve desired development results. It shifts the focus from inputs (e.g., money) to 
measurable results (e.g., what can be achieved with the money) at all phases of the 
development process.

Managing for Impact (M4I): A holistic approach to management, with the aim of increasing 
the impact of development work by focusing on strategic thinking and planning, 
ensuring effective operations and establishing a monitoring and evaluation system 
that provides information to all stakeholders engaged in making both strategic and 
operational decisions.

Meaningful participation: Stakeholder engagement in an evaluation to such an extent that it 
is relevant to them and that they are prepared to take action, leading to change.

Monitoring: A continuous process of data collection and analysis for performance indicators 
in order to compare a development project’s progress with its intended results.

Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation (PM&E): A process through which stakeholders at 
various levels engage in monitoring or evaluating a particular project, programme 
or policy, and share control over the content, the process and the results of the M&E 
activity and engage in taking or identifying corrective actions. PM&E focuses on the 
active engagement of primary stakeholders.
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Positioning: A technique that is used for communicating and making sense of evaluation 
findings, and is suitable for experimenting with different options and finding new 
solutions. It involves representing social systems through the spatial distribution of 
people in a room, in order to examine crucial aspects such as proximity, distance or 
exclusion.

Primary intended users: People who are responsible for applying the evaluation findings and 
implementing the evaluation recommendations.

Purpose: The reasons for carrying out an evaluation e.g., accountability, strategic or 
operational management, policy-making, knowledge development.

Relevance: The extent to which the objectives of a project are consistent with the target 
group’s priorities or needs and, where applicable, the donor’s policies.

Results-Based Management (RBM): An approach to management relating mainly to internal 
organisational practices. It is a strategy by which an organisation ensures that its 
processes, products and services contribute to the achievement of clearly stated 
results. 

Self-evaluation: Evaluation aimed at promoting learning through the sharing of experiences 
and reflection so as to bring change within the individual or organisation.

Sensemaking: The ability or attempt to make sense of an ambiguous situation. More exactly, 
sensemaking is the process of creating awareness and understanding in situations of 
high complexity or uncertainty for the purpose of decision-making.

Situational factors: Factors that are linked to the specific context and use of an evaluation.

Stakeholder: An agency, organisation, group or individual with a direct or indirect interest 
(stake) in a development initiative, or one who affects or is affected, positively or 
negatively, by the implementation and outcome of a development initiative.

Sustainability: The likelihood that the positive effects of a project (such as assets, skills, 
facilities or improved services) will persist for an extended period after the external 
assistance ends.

Terms of reference (ToR): Define the tasks and parameters that the evaluation should adhere 
to, indicating the objectives, planned activities, expected outputs, budget, timetable 
and responsibilities.

Theory of change: A theory of change is an explanation of how organisations or stakeholders 
think (societal) change can be brought about in the context within which they work.

Triangulation: Using a mix of approaches (e.g., mixed methods, team members or 
information sources) to cross-check data for validity and reliability.

Utilization-focused evaluation: Evaluation done for and with specific intended primary 
users for specific, intended uses.
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Acronyms and abbreviations

ALNAP: 	 Active Learning Network for Accounting and Performance
CDI: 	 Centre for Development Innovation, Wageningen University & Research centre
CTA: 	 Technical Centre for Agricultural and Rural Cooperation
DAC: 	 Development Assistance Committee (OECD)
DFID: 	 UK Department for International Development
FFS: 	 farmer field school
HIV-AIDS: 	 Human Immunodeficiency Virus – Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome
IDS: 	 Institute of Development Studies
IFAD: 	 International Fund for Agricultural Development
IHMC: 	 Institute for Human and Machine Cognition
IUCN: 	 International Union for the Conservation of Nature
KM: 	 knowledge management
M&E: 	 monitoring and evaluation
MSC: 	 most significant change
MSP: 	 multi-stakeholder processes
ODI: 	 Overseas Development Institute
OECD: 	 Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
PLA: 	 participatory learning and action
PPME: 	 participatory planning, monitoring and evaluation
RBM: 	 Results-Based Management
SMART: 	 specific, measurable, achievable, realistic, time bound
SPSS: 	 statistical package for the social sciences
ToC: 	 theory of change
ToR: 	 terms of reference
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