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Articles, manuals and websites mentioned
· OECD/DAC evaluated its peer review mechanism a few years ago. The report is available at the DAC secretariat
· Examples and guidelines  for developing a monitoring tool for a peace-building program at  http://www.crs.org/publications/peacebuilding.cfm and 
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· M&E methodology for designing an M&E system: IFAD's, A Guide for Project M&E (2002) can be downloaded from http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/guide/index.htm

Section 2, "Using M&E to manage for impact", and Section 4, "Setting up the M&E system" in particular will be of interest. The information is well presented and very much geared to supporting practitioners with M&E implementation
· Funding for PhD studies: www.scholarshipnet. info
· MEASURE DHS has just completed a National Heath and Family Survey, which included population-based HIV testing: www.measuredhs.com
· Training Resources at the MEASURE Program of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill: http://www.cpc.unc.edu/measure/training/mentor 
Their certificate is recognized by most USAID partners
· HIV/AIDS research to find out the enabling and disabling factors of high risk sexual behaviour exhibited by various high risk groups: http://www.measuredhs.com/aboutsurveys/search/metadata.cfm?surv_id=264&ctry_id=57&SrvyTp=type
· The initiative MEASURE has produce some materials on CD (Mentor) which consists of: an interactive mini-course on M&E Fundamentals; downloadable M&E training materials;.population research materials - 

http://www.cpc.unc.edu/measure. 


Each month they publish a bulletin “Monitor”. Subscribe at 
measure_monitor@unc.edu 

· To access Drum Beat:http://www.comminit.com/subscribe_drumbeat.html
· The measure evaluation CD and website at http://www.cpc.unc.edu/measure
for more on M and E resources and tools
· A new World Bank publication (176 pages) on "How to Build M&E Systems to Support Better Government":

http://www.worldbank.org/ieg/ecd/better_government.html
· Tweezing out the "value addition" of a networking NGO to its partner NGOs:

One useful approach is to think in terms of social capital, as developed by 
Ronald Burt (Brokerage and Closure) -
http://books.google.co.uk/books?id=kuJb4H_ABq0C&dq=&pg=PP1&ot
s=xQ
2Mz5UACT&sig=qBajNm_Ky1lpr3F-
t5lT3A_8Qx8&prev=http://www.google.co.uk/search%3Fhl%3Den%26n
ed%
3Dau%26q%3Droanld%2Bburt%2Bbrokerage%2Band%2Bclosure%26
btnme
ta%253Dsearch%253Dsearch%3DSearch%2Bthe%2BWeb&sa=X&oi=
print&
ct=title 
· Evaluation in developing countries - public education, either educating the public about the value of evaluation, or educating the
leaders (in Africa) about evaluation. 
Email list, evaldevelopment, about this project: http://tech.groups.yahoo.com/group/evaldevelopment/
Summaries will be posted from time to time back to evaltalk, or
to the project site:
http://earth.prohosting.com/elecon/evaldevel/evaldevelopment.html
· Resources regarding surveys and evaluations with children:
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· Publications on Cluster Sampling:

Sampling Guide, Robert Magnani, December 1997 [pp. 52; 448 Kb] 

As mentioned in the introduction, "The guide was written for readers with a limited background in sampling. Knowledge of basic statistics will, however, come in handy in using the guide", but the mathematics are less advanced than in some of the publications listed below. 


The Manager’s LRA Reference Guide, Spring 1998 [pp. 24; 301 Kb] 

A supplement to "The Manager" with techniques and concepts to conduct Local Rapid Assessments. 


Microfinance Poverty Assessment Tool, Henry, Carla et al, September 
2003 
[pp. 226;  1062 Kb] 

Particularly "Chapter 3: Developing the Sample Design". 


The Optimal Sample Sizes for Two-Stage Cluster Sampling in 
Demographic and Health Surveys, Alfredo Aliaga and Ruilin Ren, July 
2006 [pp. 22; 213 Kb] 

Rather mathematical. 


SAMPLING MANUAL for FACILITY SURVEYS: For Population, 
Maternal Health, Child Health and STD Programs in Developing 
Countries

If you're looking for an example, look at "Appendix 3: Implementing the Sampling Plan for Facility Surveys". There are also "Chapter 4: Sampling for Stand-Alone Facility Surveys" and "Chapter 5: Sampling for Linked Facility Surveys".

Particular subject areas
(The number in brackets indicates the number of responses to the item)

A lot of organizations in developing countries probably need evaluations, evaluation consulting or evaluation training. Why not mobilize the power of the
internet to do that? Through the internet, provide evaluation, consulting or training to organizations in developing countries that are doing some programs, and
want to know whether their program is working, doing something, etc.

These services would be provided to those organizations for free, through the
generous volunteer efforts of evaluators worldwide. So that no single evaluator would be burdened much, each person or group would only do a small part of any
single project. For example, if there were training, each person would only teach one session.

Does anyone think this would be useful or is this already being done?? Does anyone want to volunteer to help out? Does anyone want to form a group to talk about it? I'm volunteering myself. (27)
Gene Shackman [gsocialchange@yahoo.com]
A contributor is working with FAO UN and ERRA on an overall evaluation of projects for the recovery and rehabilitation of the Livelihood sector, completed by different actors, in earthquake affected areas of AJK and NWFP Province.  How can you conduct this evaluation survey in a post earthquake context, keeping in view how you will take a baseline?  What will be the reference data for assessing the impact of post earthquake intervention in livelihood restoration. How do you measure how much livelihood has been improved due to different interventions done by different actors? How do you take a sample and do you include only the target areas of the NGOs or also include unattended affected areas in the sample? (3)
Javed Iqbalj [javediqbalj@yahoo.com]
A student of Indian origin is pursuing her PhD from the UK on a never before explored aspect of HIV/AIDS in India. She intends to do her research to find out the enabling and disabling factors of high risk sexual behaviour exhibited by various high risk groups. The outcome will help in the consideration of indicators chosen for monitoring and evaluating an HIV/AIDS program. 

Unfortunately, she does not have funding for her PhD and is looking out for prospective funders. Any information on the prospective funders that could be explored would be really appreciated. (3)
Ajay [developmentajay2007@yahoo.com]
An institution is implementing a reintegration project in Liberia on behalf of USAID. They are finalizing several projects to be implemented in the next ten months which include, but not limited to, apprenticeship training, agriculture(Agri marketing,bee & snail raising, establishment of oil palm plantation, fish pond establishment, swamp development, etc), private internship program, rubber nursery establishment and the rehabilitation of smallholder rubber plantation and small scale community infrastructure project. Assistance or guidance requested to prepare a Monitoring Plan for the above mentioned activities. How can it be started in the first place? (2)
Isaac Gorvego [igfgorvego@yahoo.com]
 

A Director of a project asked a contributor for a general guideline to help them understand the general methodology for designing an M&E system. Comments and information therefore requested about M&E methodology for designing an M&E system. (2)
Dad Mohammed Hamdard [dadmhamdard@yahoo.com]
A contributor works in Aceh, Indonesia and will be part of a project to run, monitor and evaluate children's participation in child development activities using
sport and play. Has anyone suggestions or resources regarding doing surveys and evaluations with children, in particular on: children's attitudes such as trust, security, gender and disabilities; children's behaviour such as cooperation and leadership. Of particular interest would be resources which use pictures or other non-written forms to survey children. (2)
S. Fevre [sonia_fevre@yahoo.co.uk]
In cluster sampling, is there a formula for determining the number of clusters to be chosen from a given population? (1)
William Dothi [billdothi@yahoo.com]
A contributor is planning to do his MA thesis in M&E, comparing the traditional monitoring system with the community based (participatory M&E), particularly in baseline data collection, with a focus on development projects. Advice sought on the topic and how to go ahead. (1)
Worku Fayissa [workuf@yahoo.com]
Help sought to find any documents on the use of peer review processes, especially as an alternative to self-evaluation and external evaluation, within the field of development aid. Either reviews of multiple applications, or the detailed description of one application, or how-to-do-it guides. (1)
Rick Davies [rick.davies@gmail.com]
Ideas needed on how to go about tweezing out the "value addition" of a networking NGO to its partner NGOs? (1)
Rajan Alexander [devconsultgroup@yahoo.co.in] 

Support/training on methods, processes and indicators for monitoring and evaluation of innovation and design programmes needed. Specifically, capacity building programmes for environmental design in small businesses.
Simon O'Rafferty [simon@ecodesigncentrewales.org]
The selection of the Lead Agencies (NGO/INGOs/Agencies) for formulation of Community Livelihood Rehabilitation plans in earthquake affected areas of AJK 
Pakistan is now taking place. The Lead Agencies are asking for criteria for selection of Community Organizations (COs), CBOs. In Kashmir it has been observed 
that households/village varies from 100-500. Lead Agencies have limited 
funds to address one or two prioritized interventions and can't cover the
whole revenue village. The challenge is that should they go for 
interest group or house hold criteria for selection of COs, CBOs for 
CLRP formulation and its implementation. At village level every house 
hold member is a member of the village committee but here the Lead Agencies 
have small and focused interventions on Livelihood Interventions only.  Will they form a sub village committee?.will they form a cluster level body to formulate CLRP? ; how will the most affected part of village be selected?; if most affected, will they then form a sub level COs/Committee?
FAO/SIDA is working on CBOs selection. Do subscribers have experience they can share of a similar situation?
Javed Iqbalj [javediqbalj@yahoo.com]
An M&E coordinator for a provincial antiretroviral treatment programme is  currently designing a study whereby they are undertaking a quality assurance review/validity study of a National Laboratory where their CD4 specimen analysis is done.  Specifically, this is being carried out to ensure the results produced by the laboratory are in fact reliable and valid as much is based (clinical decisions, ART initiation) on this result.  

Is anyone familiar with this type of research?  Do they have source documents to guide the design of this study?

Catherine White [catherineawhite@gmail.com]
A contributor is working with the Nile Basin Initiative, conducting a workshop on
Transboundary Water Policy and M& E, with a bias towards stakeholder involvement. She is struggling with development of the Agenda, especially what would be
useful for participants to discuss. Any suggestions?
Jacky Anam [j_anam@yahoo.com]
Information requested about any international courses/workshops on M & E of Public Health Programs taking place in near future. 

Nishat Riaz [nishatriaz@yahoo.com]
I am preparing a review of the history of social network analysis in evaluation applications. The paper will be presented at the American Evaluation Association annual meeting in November 2007.  If you have, or if you know of someone who has, used SNA in an evaluation application, I would appreciate hearing from you.

Maryann Durland [mdurland@durlandconsulting.com]
Assistance requested from any one with tools for evaluating prison work. A contributor is an M&E consultant to the Justice, Peace and Development Commission in Nigeria and is evaluating a 3 year project on reforming the prisons. 

Chom Bagu [cbagu_oti@yahoo.com]
Summary compiled by:

Ros Macdonald, Quality Manager
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Registered in England No. 1736582
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Results Oriented Logical Framework for Peacebuilding Projects * 
 
Country/Region   Project No.   
Project Title   Project Budget   
Partner Organization   Program Manager   
Related CIDA Division     
Project Purpose  Outcomes/Medium 


Term Results  
Performance Indicators  Reach/Direct Beneficiaries Assumptions/Risk 


Indicators  
The project objective which 
addresses a specific conflict 
dynamic and is achievable within 
the scope of project activities.  


Results benefiting an 
identified target 
population that are 
achievable within the 
timeframe of the project 
and are the logical 
consequence of 
achieving a specified 
combination of outputs. 


Quantitative and 
qualitative indicators that 
will provide evidence that 
the project has achieved 
the stated outcomes.**  


Identify all individuals and groups or 
organizations benefiting directly from 
this project. In the context of conflict 
prevention, pay particular attention to 
vulnerable groups: ethnic/religious 
minorities, women, children and/or 
youth.  


ASSUMPTIONS  
Conditions that must exist for 
the cause-effect relationships 
between outputs and 
outcomes.  


RISK INDICATORS  
Indicators that measure the 
status of the assumptions 
identified above.  


Project Resources/Activities  Outputs/Short Term 
Results  


Performance Indicators  Reach/ Direct Beneficiaries Assumptions/Risk 
Indicators  


Inputs and/or activities required to 
achieve the project purpose. 
(Include planned budget for each 
type of resource).  


Results that are the 
immediate consequence 
of project activities and 
inputs.  


Quantitative and 
qualitative indicators that 
will provide evidence that 
the project has achieved 
the stated outputs. **  


Identify all individuals and groups or 
organizations benefiting directly from 
this project. In the context of conflict 
prevention, pay particular attention to 
vulnerable groups: ethnic/religious 
minorities, women, children and/or 
youth.  


ASSUMPTIONS 
Conditions that must exist for 
the cause-effect relationships 
between inputs and outputs.  


RISK INDICATORS 
Indicators that measure the 
status of the assumptions 
identified above.  


* With respect to CIDA stated policy regarding gender equality and environmental impact, identify where appropriate in the LFA how this project addresses 
gender equality and environmental concerns, and, where applicable, war-affected children.  


** For sample peacebuilding indicators, consult the Peacebuilding web-site at www.acdi-cida.gc.ca/peace, Bookshelf, Compendium of Operational Frameworks, 
Measuring Results. 







Frequently Asked Questions 
 
1. Is there a formal application form for submitting proposals to CIDA's Peacebuilding Fund? 
2. How should a proposal to the Peacebuilding Fund look?  
3. How long does it take to receive approval and funding? 
4. What kinds of organizations does the Peacebuilding Fund work with?  
5. Is there a deadline for submitting proposals?  
6. How often can an organization submit proposals to the Peacebuilding Fund?  
7. How does the Peacebuilding Fund decide whether or not to fund a proposal?  
8. How does CIDA's Peacebuilding Fund differ from other CIDA funding mechanisms? 


 


 


1. Is there a formal application form for submitting proposals to CIDA's Peacebuilding Fund? 


There is no formal application form but applicants should use the Peacebuilding Fund's model proposal 
format to prepare their submission to the Peacebuilding Fund. 


Before preparing a full-length proposal, applicants are encouraged to submit a 1-to-2 page concept paper. 
The Peacebuilding Unit will review it and advise the organization if the project meets the Peacebuilding 
Fund's eligibility criteria. The organization must then decide whether to proceed with preparation of a 
proposal. This initial review process is designed to save time for both the applicant and the Peacebuilding 
Unit. Model formats for both the concept paper and the proposal can be found on the Peacebuilding 
website. 


Applicants should be aware that acceptance of a concept paper will not necessarily result in formal project 
approval.  


2. How should a proposal to the Peacebuilding Fund look?  


Proposals to the Peacebuilding Fund should:  


• be modeled after the model proposal format;  
• include a results-oriented logical framework;  
• include a detailed budget; and  
• should be 7-to-10 pages in length.  


Model formats for the proposal, framework and budget can be found on the Peacebuilding website . 


 
3. How long does it take to receive approval and funding?  


Once a proposal is submitted to the Peacebuilding Fund, it goes through several stages in the approval 
process. Following a review by an interdepartmental working group, proposals are submitted to the 
Minister of International Cooperation for approval. Processing of proposals can take place in as little as 10 
weeks, but often take somewhat longer. Key factors in determining processing time are the quality of the 
initial submission as well as the urgency of the response required.. Proposals which are poorly organized 
and written often take considerable time to process.  






_1252472649.pdf
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Introduction 
 
This document examines current approaches to the evaluation of children’s participation in 
development. Its principal focus is on children's participation in local level activities, both 
child-led initiatives as well as community development processes involving adults and 
children together. It has been undertaken as a starting point for field-based research 
focussed on the identification of viable quality standards for organisations implementing 
participatory projects and a conceptual and practical framework for the monitoring and 
evaluation of such projects. The discussion is based on a review of existing organisational 
and academic literature on child participation across the globe, and is supplemented by 
interview testimonies from scholars and development workers with particular experience in 
this area.1  
 
The motivation for this review and research lay in a one-day seminar Plan UK hosted for the 
UK development community on ‘Children’s Participation in Development – Challenges and 
Ways Forward’ in March 2003. A clear need for further thought about the evaluation of 
participatory projects, was identified by participants in this seminar.2  The results of the 
research study, along with those of this review, will be discussed at a second conference on 
children’s participation in November 2003.  
 
Summary of the Review 
 
Section One: Understanding Children's Participation 
 
Part A gives a brief background to the concept of children's participation within 
development, and examines the fundamental motivations and understandings that have 
placed it on the agenda of so many organisations. 
 
Part B looks at the process of children’s participation itself, which is arguably as important  
for the focus of evaluation as the perceived outcomes and impacts.  
 
Part C assesses the factors contributing to the success or failure of participatory 
programmes with children, including the social, political, cultural and economic context as 
well as organisational issues. 
 
Section Two: Evaluating Children's Participation 
Part A looks at four key realms in which the impact of children's participation may be 
sought and evaluated. These are referred to as ‘individual’, ‘familial’, ‘communal’ and 
‘institutional’ realms. 
 
Part B gives a broad overview of the main ethical concerns relating to the practice of 
evaluating children’s participation. 
 


                                                   
1 For a list of interviewees, see Appendix, p.35 
2 It is interesting to note that a global meeting of Save the Children Alliance held in Addis Ababa in June 
2003 identified evaluation of participatory programming as one of six key strategic areas to be addressed in 
the coming five years. (Save the Children Alliance, 2003) 
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Part C reviews current approaches to the evaluation of children’s participation, and 
focuses on key issues such as the tools, objectives and methods that currently guide 
practitioners in this area.   
 
In Areas for Further Discussion the authors identify some of the issues that are not fully 
explored by the literature and which would merit further research and consideration. 
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Section One: Understanding Children’s Participation 
 


PART A – The Concept of Participation3 


Since its emergence in the late 1970s, the notion of ‘participation’ has gradually become 
widely acknowledged as a basic operational principle of development programming. To 
some it is a means to an end, a process whereby local people co-operate or collaborate in 
an externally introduced project. To others, it constitutes an end in itself, with the goal 
being to help people acquire the skills, knowledge and experience to take more 
responsibility over their own development and, ultimately, be enabled or empowered to 
transform their lives and their environment. 
 
Until the early 1990s, the concept of participation predominantly related to adult-focused 
interventions, and was operationalised at the community level through the use of tools 
associated with Participatory Rural Analysis (PRA). The Convention on the Rights of the 
Child (CRC), which was adopted by the United Nations in 1989 and has been ratified almost 
universally since then, has provided vital encouragement towards the greater participation 
of children by governmental and non-governmental organisations.  
 
The current importance of this issue for child-focussed agencies is demonstrated by the fact 
that the 2003 version of the highly influential UNICEF report on ‘The State of the World’s 
Children’ takes as its theme child participation. Many child-focused agencies are now 
explicitly seeking to create or support opportunities for the young to express themselves 
and be involved in decision-making. As a result there exist today a myriad of child-led 
initiatives and integrated community development projects that are claimed to promote 
children's participation in a deliberate manner. In practice, these demonstrate a wide range 
of understandings about children’s participation and motivations for pursuing this approach 
to programming. 
 
Why children's participation? 
 
Of course, ‘children have always participated in life: in the home, in school, in work, in 
communities, in wars’ (UNICEF, 2003:3). Such participation, however, is not commonly 
acknowledged. This is partly the consequence of the ways in which we perceive children 
and childhood.  
 
Since the late 19th century the conceptualisation of children as irrational, incomplete and 
passive has dominated western thought and has been exported globally (Prout and James, 
1997; Boyden, 1997). Accordingly, adults - including agency staff - are taken to be the 
experts on children’s needs, with most organisations traditionally targeting interventions at 
parents in the belief that benefits would trickle down to children (van Beers, 2002:18).  
 
 
 
                                                   
3 One commonly used definition of participation (referred to in UNICEF 2003) is that suggested by Roger 
Hart (1992): ‘the process of sharing decisions which affect one’s life and the life of the community in which 
one lives.’ (p.5). 
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Only relatively recently has it been acknowledged that children have (and can express) 
different concerns, needs and aspirations from those of their parents. This being the case, it 
cannot be assumed that approaching children through adult family members necessarily 
serves their best interests.  
 
Realisation that the interests of children may differ from those of adults, including parents, 
leads us to consider also the nature of power relations between the young and their elders. 
While childhood and adult-child relations are evidently construed and experienced in a wide 
variety of ways across the globe, it appears a universal fact that children generally enjoy 
less social power than adults (Boyden, 1997).  
 
How, from a position of relative powerlessness, are children to protect and serve their 
interests when they differ from those of adults? Clearly this cannot be dismissed as simply 
an issue of 'children getting their own way' at the expense of adults. The negative 
consequences of such inequality of power are witnessed, at their most extreme, in the 
physical and sexual abuse of children within the home, school, workplace and wider society 
(Hearn, 1989; Kitzinger, 1997).  
 
Participatory programming in which children come together to address their concerns can 
be seen as one important element of a wider strategy to address inequality of power and 
the abuse to which it gives rise. Through working in groups and through appropriate 
support or facilitation, it has been suggested, children may be able to negotiate ‘new kinds 
of relationships and partnerships’ with adults (O'Kane, 2002:2).  
  
There is also a case to be made that projects which involve children as participants enjoy 
greater efficiency and effectiveness. Whether in relation to projects that focus on issues of 
specific concern to the young (Lansdown, 2003) or within processes of development in the 
wider community (Phillips, 2000), children’s participation is considered to lead to better 
decision-making. Furthermore, in the view of some, working with children may be the most 
effective way of bringing out issues of concern within the community as a whole since the 
young are less inhibited in their discussion of matters otherwise considered ‘sensitive’. 
 
It is commonly supposed that the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child provides clear 
encouragement for children's participation.4 According to one commentator, the CRC 
provides ‘a new vision of children’. It brings together the familiar view of the child ‘as a 
vulnerable human being that requires protection and assistance from the family, the society 
and the State’ with the perception that he/she ‘is a subject of rights who is able to form and 
express opinions, to participate in decision-making processes and influence solutions, to 
intervene as a partner in the process of social change and in the building up of democracy.’ 
(Santos Pais, 1999: 4)  
 


                                                   
4 In fact, this view has been questioned by several commentators. It is pointed out, for example, that the 
allusion in Article 12 to children’s evolving capacities (‘in accordance with the age and maturity of the 
child’) and the statement in Article 3 about children’s ‘best interests’ both provide effective grounds for 
adults to override the expressed ideas and wishes of children (see, for example, Cantwell, 1998; Liebel, 
2000). 
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The paragraphs of the CRC usually cited as explicit support for children's participation are 
as follows: 
 


1. State Parties shall assure to the child who is capable of forming his or her own views 
the right to express those views freely in all matters affecting the child, the views of the 
child being given due weight in accordance with the age and maturity of the child. 


2. For this purpose the child shall in particular be provided the opportunity to be heard in 
any judicial and administrative proceedings affecting the child, either directly, or 
through a representative or appropriate body, in a manner consistent with the 
procedural rules of national law.  


Article 12 of the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child 


 
This Article (12) is commonly understood as clear encouragement to governments, UN and 
non-governmental bodies, as well as ordinary citizens, to radically reappraise the capacities 
of children and involve them, as a matter of course, in decision-making. Santos Pais has 
argued that it ‘recognises the potential of the child to enrich decision-making processes, to 
share perspectives and participate as a citizen and an actor of change’ (1999:4). According 
to this view the recognition of children's capacity to participate and the promotion of this in 
practice would seem to be of potential benefit not only to children but to the wider society 
as well.  
 
As well as being a right in itself, as expressed in the CRC, participation is also seen as a 
means by which children’s rights generally may be realised (Lansdown, 2003). An 
increasing number of fora at the international and national level provide opportunities for 
children to advocate with governments and other bodies on behalf of themselves and their 
peers. Participatory projects at the local level are also believed to lead to children’s greater 
confidence and ability in addressing the obstacles to the achievement of their rights. 
 
Why agencies should promote children's participation is tied up with how this should be 
pursued in practice. Any response to these two questions must include the consideration of 
adult-child relations. As already mentioned, a common goal of children's participation is to 
empower children in a world where they are relatively powerless in comparison to adults 
(Boyden, 1997). From this perspective, the manner in which power relations between 
adults and children within participatory projects are managed is a crucial concern. Such 
projects may be seen as a kind of laboratory in which adult-child relations are closely 
examined, and fresh thinking and practice developed.  
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Roger Hart's 'Ladder of Participation' has been influential in this respect, describing 
different scenarios of adult-child interaction. 
 


 
Taken from: Hart, R. (1992) Children’s Participation: From Tokenism to Citizenship UNICEF 


In the last few years some commentators have questioned the unqualified use of the Ladder 
of Participation (Kirby and Woodhead, 2003:243). For Reddy and Ratna the image of a 
ladder with different levels is unhelpful since ‘it implies a sequence, whereas in reality one 
level may not necessarily lead to the next level’ (2002:18). The conceptualisation of levels 
of participation in terms of a ladder may also imply a hierarchy of value (Jo Boyden, 
Interview). Each individual context in which participatory projects are pursued is likely to 
pose its own particular challenges and obstacles. It therefore seems misleading and, indeed, 
unfair, to suggest that a particular initiative, for example, ‘reached only level six’.  
 
For his own part, Roger Hart has pointed out that the ladder is ‘a beginning typology for 
thinking about children’s participation in projects’ (1992:8), rather than a polished or 
exhaustive product. Certainly it has provoked much important discussion and encouraged 
many agency personnel to reflect on both their motivation and practice. Recently, Reddy 
and Ratna have offered a helpful elaboration on Hart's ideas [See Appendix B]. 
 


PART B – The Nature of Participatory Processes 
‘A place to dream and be who you are, be comfortable with who you are, not have to lie. Honesty is 
really important here, because in a lot of places you have to lie about everything…’ Denise (17) 
quoted in Sabo (2001:49) 


 
The experience of participatory programming as suggested in this quote highlights the 
importance of the process and of the facilitating environment as well as the anticipated 
impacts. The manner in which participation occurs should, therefore, also be a major focus 
of monitoring and evaluation efforts. 
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Generally speaking, there are five main types of contexts in which children’s participation 
occurs in a deliberate and organised way: 
 


(i) Events held at local, national, regional and international level in which children 
 are encouraged to voice their concerns.  


(ii) Participatory research undertaken in direct relation to agency programming.5  


(iii) Child-led initiatives, such as clubs and children's 'parliaments', usually at the 
 local level. 


(iv) Community development projects in which children are involved together with 
 adults. 


(v) Social and work-related movements / organisations such as associations of  
child workers or street children. 


 
Whilst all of these different types of activity are undertaken with the general hope of 
improving children's lives, the particular aims and objectives of each will clearly vary a great 
deal. The manner, in which the impact of each specific activity is envisaged, will likely differ 
between donor, international agency, implementing organisations and participating 
children. Issues of cultural context will also bear significantly on the conceptualisation of 
impact.  
 
For these reasons, extreme caution should be exercised in the promotion of universal 
indicators for the impact of participatory projects. Indeed, one interviewee suggested that 
the most that can be hoped for at this stage is the elucidation of valid indicators from 
within individual projects. (Judith Ennew, Interview).  
 
On the other hand, it would seem that agreement may be possible on certain guidelines 
governing the processes of implementing participatory projects with children. Broadly 
speaking these should ensure that children's well-being and dignity are protected and that 
democratic principles are upheld.  
 
The literature suggests that upholding the following principles is paramount in this respect. 
 
i. Recognition of Children’s Abilities and Roles  
 
In general, programmatic interventions directly motivated by the notion of children’s rights, 
have tended to focus on child protection in isolation from children's rights to self-
determination and personal expression (Chawla, 2001). Yet, many believe that protection 
and participation should operate together, and that by supporting children's participation 
their protection may be enhanced. (Reddy & Ratna, 2002; Perpetua Kirby, Interview). This 
belief is based upon the assumption that children are actors capable of producing useful 
knowledge and actively contributing to their own protection.  
 
 
 


                                                   
5 See,  for example, Dallape 1996; Save the Children USA & UNICEF, 2003 
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Interaction with children should be neither intimidating nor patronising (UNICEF, 2002), 
and should be based on the recognition of children as ‘individuals with rights and 
responsibilities of their own; playing an active role in the lives of their families, communities 
and societies; and having interests, views and priorities which may differ from those of the 
adults with whom they interact’ (Edwards, 1996:830).This does not mean that adults no 
longer have responsibilities towards children, particularly for their protection, or that 
whatever children say must be complied with. Rather, it urges an attitude of respect for the 
capacity of children to contribute to decisions that affect them, whilst avoiding shifting 
excessive responsibilities, costs or workloads onto them under the guise of participation 
(Lansdown, 2001; UNICEF, 2002). 
 
It is often falsely assumed that children under 7 or 8 years are not capable of playing a 
meaningful role in participatory processes, but according to recent research, ‘an age barrier 
below which child beneficiaries possess no important information does not seem to exist’ 
(Phillips, 2000:15).  
 
The picture is further complicated by the fact that in many parts of the world and within 
many societies, children assume major economic and social responsibilities by the age of 
5/6 and global research has shown that these responsibilities can actually result in pro-
social behaviour (Feeny & Boyden, forthcoming; Woodhead, 1998; Knutsson, 1997; Ebdon, 
2000).  
 
In other words, practices that are traditionally seen by the aid community as detrimental to 
children’s well-being can actually enhance their capacities to make decisions. Therefore, in 
facilitating and supporting children’s participation, agencies need to be clear on the 
appropriateness of approaches and methods in terms not only of different age groups but 
the specific experiences of different groups of children at different ages. For example, the 
capacity of child sex workers to understand issues of sexuality (and their need for 
appropriate knowledge) may be far greater than other children of the same age (Praveen 
Sharma, Interview).  
 
In developing programming that seeks to support children and enable them to improve 
their lives, it is important to acknowledge that the duties and responsibilities which they 
bear are strongly differentiated, not only by factors of age but also by gender, economic 
status and class / caste, etc. 
 
ii. Non-discrimination 
 
Participatory projects should be inclusive, with equal respect for children of all ages, 
abilities, ethnicity, social background and economic standing. This entails an understanding 
at all levels and among all actors that it is not the aim of participation to achieve a forced 
consensus or conformity, but to explore and respect the conceptual, ideological, cultural, 
ethical, political and social discourses that inform children’s worlds (Cussianovich & 
Marquez, 2002; O’Kane, 2002). In practice, of course, genuine inclusivity may be difficult 
to achieve for numerous reasons, both practical and attitudinal. It may entail a gradual 
process of reaching out to the most marginalised children. 
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Aside from non-discrimination, the structure and process of children's participation should 
reflect democratic principles of equality, respect for minority positions, freedom of 
expression and safety from recrimination (UNICEF, 2000). Gender equity is particularly 
important in this respect, and should be incorporated into the project’s design, goals and 
implementation to ‘break traditional norms which suppress women’ (Plan International, 
2003).  
 
As well as paying attention to the inequality of power between adults and children and the 
potentially negative consequences for the young, it is also important to acknowledge that 
differences of power exist between children. Due to factors including physical stature, 
relative wealth, educational level, (dis)ability, gender, ethnicity, social class/caste, some 
children may dominate or bully their less powerful peers (Jo Boyden, Interview).  
 
In addition, project design needs to take account of the fact that children at different ages 
are likely to have very different concerns as well as ways of communicating. In order to 
ensure that younger children are not effectively silenced by adolescents it may be necessary 
to organise age differentiated groups. 
 
iii. Project relevance 
 
Projects should address issues of genuine relevance to children themselves, and link directly 
to children’s day-to-day experiences. They should reflect the changing needs and priorities 
of children as identified by them which, in turn, will require ongoing dialogue and 
negotiation with the supporting organisation. Adequate time and resources (human and 
material) should be made available for such a process to occur (Lansdown, 2001). The fact 
that participatory groups may be adult-initiated does not necessarily mean the participation 
within them is less authentic, as long as the decision-making processes throughout the 
project cycle are shared with the children and young people involved (Hart R., 1992). 
 
The project should also be run in such a way as to avoid interfering with children's school or 
work commitments. Extreme care should be taken in compensating for any loss of earnings. 
Such compensation may provide ill incentives for participating in projects, may cause 
internal disputes among children both within and outside the project, and touches on 
sensitive child labour issues (Padmavathi, 2003). 
 
The arenas within which children's views and aspirations are heard should not be limited. 
However, caution may be required when seeking to involve children directly in political 
processes. Some authors express concern about burdening children with the responsibility 
for positively influencing the undesirable policies and practices of (adult) government 
(Stephens, 1994; Chaudhury, 2003). There are others who draw critical attention to the 
common practice of thinking about children solely or principally in terms of their role as the 
future citizenry for which they must now be trained and prepared. This may seem to 
suggest that they are not already citizens or that their present lives are of little importance. 
As Judith Ennew has pointedly asked: 


 
‘Are children human members of society? Or are they ….only ‘human becomings’?’  (2000:23) 
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iv. Clear aims and objectives 
 
The aims, objectives and likely outcomes of the project must be clear and transparent to all 
involved (Theis, 2003). Issues of ownership, end-use, interpretation and dissemination of 
information collected are critical in this respect. There is a tendency for the far-reaching 
qualitative aspirations associated with the impacts of participation (see Section Two, Part A) 
to nurture very high expectations of the process, and both children and adults should be 
clear from the start as to what can realistically be achieved in relation to the areas of (1) 
decision making; (2) the capacity for individual/social change; (3) the time-scale; and (4) 
the issue of competing interests (Lansdown, 2001:13). In some situations participatory 
programming may not be possible, at least in the short-term. Agencies must exercise 
wisdom to recognise when circumstances may render a particular project potentially risky 
for the safety and well-being of participants (Jo Boyden, Interview). 
 
Hopes of changing practices that are exploitative of children within the short-term can 
often prove unrealistic, and there is no guarantee that parents and other adults will stop 
ignoring them or belittling their views. Even if they participate to the maximum possible 
extent in projects, many children may remain embedded in hierarchical relationships with 
parents, teachers, employers, children of higher caste/class, etc. Overly-high expectations 
can thus create serious dissonance for children in terms of their sense of self-efficacy, 
expectations, and relationships with others outside the project (Thomas Feeny, Interview).  
 


PART C - Factors Affecting Participatory Programming 
 
Social, political, cultural and economic context 


As already discussed, context plays a crucial role in the processes and ultimate impact of 
participatory programming, or as one study puts it, ‘Participation is shaped and constrained 
by the social fabric’ (Johnson and Ivan-Smith, 1998:5).  
 
Despite apparent acceptance of children’s rights by governments around the world as 
demonstrated by ratification of the CRC and submission of reports to the monitoring 
committee of that convention, there is often a lack of national policies that facilitate the 
participation of children and limited government support for initiatives led by children.  
 
At the project level there are many cultural and familial attitudes and practices (often 
pertaining particularly to females) that may inhibit or act against the authentic participation 
of children (Harrison, 1998). As one study put it:  
 
Most often barriers to children’s participation come from families, from neighbours and other 
members of the community, especially if they lack awareness about [children’s] participation’ 
(Uchengamma’s Story, 2002:32)  
 
Organisations conducting participatory programmes with children therefore need to bring 
parents and other adults in the community on board from the very beginning to ensure 
transparency and the cultivation of trust sufficient to overcome such barriers (Roger Hart, 
Interview).  
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It is the deliberate aim of many relief and development agencies to work with the 'poorest 
of the poor' and the most marginal members of society. However, in reality many agencies 
struggle to involve children from such backgrounds in their work since they (a) often do not 
have a fixed place of residence, (b) are likely to be involved in economic pursuits that make 
participation in agency-supported activities difficult and (c) may lack the communication 
skills or educational background to engage with agency staff used to working with, for 
example, schoolgoing children.  
 
Much flexibility and perseverance are required of agencies that genuinely aim to work with 
the most marginal children. It seems that local agencies with a solid relationship to the 
'street' are generally best placed to reach these young people and find viable ways of 
working with them (for example 'Butterflies' in Delhi. Rita Panicker, Interview). 
 
Agency Input 


Coming to grips with the complexities of the working environment is obviously one 
significant requirement of agencies. However, this is only a precursor to the actual work 
itself. It is in the quality and nature of support that agencies offer to participatory projects 
that they are likely to meet the greatest challenges and in which the biggest needs for 
capacity building lie.  
 
These challenges are, in part, conceptual and in part practical, as illustrated below.  
 
• Understanding of participation 
 
There is an emerging trend for child-focussed agencies to each have their own 
‘participatory project’. However, this does not necessarily mean that agencies appreciate 
the underlying processes that successful and sustainable projects require – in fact, in their 
hurry to begin participatory programmes many agencies may simply copy the model of a 
successful project seen elsewhere without proper consideration of contextual variation. In 
doing so, there is commonly a failure to understand the ‘pre-project’ process by which the 
copied project came into being when agency staff worked with children and the community 
to begin creating the space for children’s participation (Julian Kramer, Interview).  
 
Furthermore, this mistake will often lead in practice to erroneously focussing solely or 
principally on the actions of participation whilst largely overlooking the initial attitudinal 
changes required of community members and of agency staff themselves.  
 
• Institutional attitude 
 
A lack of genuine senior level commitment to democratic, participatory approaches is 
commonly cited as a fundamental factor contributing to failure of participatory 
programmes (UNDP, 1997; WGR, 1998: van Beers, 2002).  
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Hierarchical, non-democratic structures within agencies themselves; lack of systematic 
support for staff; an unwillingness for organizational structures and adult attitudes to be 
changed by children’s participation; little promotion of democratic process; and donor 
funding which does not offer the flexibility to develop genuinely participatory processes 
have all been suggested as detrimental to participatory programming (ibid).  
 
As Save the Children notes, there is often an ingrained organisational culture of paternalism 
within agencies, that is more in keeping with a traditional ‘welfarist’ approach, rather than 
one, which focuses on the empowerment and enabling of children. In other words, there 
has not yet been a sufficient re-orientation of values, and attitudes necessary for children's 
participation to fully move from an 'add-on' project to become fully mainstreamed across 
agencies' programmes as a whole (Save the Children South and Central Asia, 1997, Hart J. 
2002b:35).  
 
Children's participatory programmes are seen as time consuming, requiring a high degree 
of staff involvement and alertness, which is perceived as a heavy burden on staff 
(Padmavathi, 2003). In general, the time and skills required for effective consultation with 
children are perceived as difficult to obtain, which then discourages some staff from 
pursuing them to their required levels (Jabry, 2003). 
 
• Facilitation Skills 
 
In terms of the support offered by agencies, the provision of effective and appropriate 
facilitation is a particular priority (Reddy & Ratna, 2002; Hart J. 2002a; Rita Panicker, 
Interview). Children and implementing agencies should be encouraged to consider:  


 
(a) What constitutes good and effective facilitation by agency personnel?  
 
(b) What are the skills and attitudes required of facilitators to ensure that the 


programmes function to everyone's satisfaction and in a manner that doesn't 
compromise children's protection? 


 
(c) How well are front-line staff prepared and supported by the employing agency?  


 
This attention to on-the-ground facilitation should form part of a broader consideration of 
the way in which agencies relate to and support individual participatory projects through, 
for example, the provision of training opportunities for participants, material support, 
promotion of inter-project networking, and so on.  
 
Agency staff, supporting young people’s participation, need to be able to adapt the level of 
support to the needs and interests of different individuals and groups. For example, young 
researchers often require substantial personal and group development support from youth 
workers, as well as research support from professional researchers (Kirby with Bryson, 
2002). One study identifies seven different facilitation roles that adults may adopt when 
supporting children’s participation, ranging from less directive roles (observation, 
facilitation) to offering input (challenging and developing ideas, advising) to more directive 
input (instructing and undertaking tasks on behalf of the children) (Kirby et al, 2002).  
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The agency literature (Lee, 2001; van Beers, 2002; UNDP, 1997) has made it clear that in 
many contexts staff lack capacity and skills in facilitating and communicating with children, 
and have difficulty supporting children's participation. Similarly, the knowledge of how to 
bring the results of consultation with children effectively into decision making and planning 
was also raised as an area for concern (Singh & Trivedy, 1996; Jabry, 2003).  
 
This is due to a number of factors: the lack of good-quality training manuals, a dearth of 
field staff with expertise, difficulty replicating training, and management and co-ordinators, 
who offer little support. Even where there is theoretical understanding of rights and 
participation, there is little knowledge of practical tools for implementation (Jabry op. cit). 
Overarching all of these concerns is the problem of staff-turnover, and the likelihood of 
learning, trust and institutional memory being lost due to the perpetual cycle of staff 
turnover (Kirby with Bryson, 2002). 
 
Finally, it must be acknowledged that for many agencies children's participation is a new 
concept and way of working. Even organisations that have been working to support 
children's participation for many years have not yet, necessarily, developed the skills 
necessary to document and reflect critically upon their own experiences in order that they 
and others may learn (Neelam Singh, Interview). Inevitably, there is also considerable 
pressure for organisations to be seen as successful, particularly in front of potential donors. 
Therefore, many of the most valuable learning experiences, which came out of apparent 
'failure' may not be shared openly for the benefit of all.
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Section Two: Evaluating Children's Participation 
 


PART A - Realms of Anticipated Impact  


Identifying the realms of impact 
 
The evaluation of participatory programming requires agencies to monitor and assess 
qualitative change in the different realms of children's daily lives (UNDP, 1997; van Beers, 
2002). This is not to rule out the collection of quantitative data as a means of 
demonstrating impact, for example in terms of improved school attendance or a raised 
average age of marriage within a village. However, in order to identify the appropriate 
numbers that need to be counted we must first understand the kinds of changes that will be 
meaningful for children themselves, as well as for their families and communities. 
 
This implies enquiry into a potentially infinite number of different dimensions of change. In 
seeking to provide a more defined starting-point for enquiry we may risk eliminating 
particular dimensions that are of great importance to participants in specific projects. 
Nonetheless, it may be helpful in terms of promoting greater clarity and understanding 
about impacts to suggest four possible dimensions or 'realms' of change. These are in no 
way suggested as definitive: further research and discussion can help us to revise or 
elaborate as necessary.  
 
The four realms (Individual, Familial, Communal and Institutional) are derived from both 
direct and implicit discussion in the literature covered for this review.  These seem broad 
enough to have some validity across cultures. Nevertheless, it is inevitable that the manner 
in which they are conceptualised and the criteria by which positive change in each is 
identified and assessed will be strongly shaped by local circumstances and culture. Thus, for 
example, children orphaned by AIDS in sub-Saharan Africa and working children in Latin 
America may differ radically in their understandings of 'family', 'personal well-being', 
'community', etc. They are also likely to have very different sets of aspirations they seek to 
realise through participatory projects. A framework is therefore needed which provides the 
flexibility for identifying local understandings of positive change and project success.  
 
When looking for and evaluating impact it is important to remember that children's 
participation is a gradual process based on the development of skills, on training and 
awareness-raising, and on changes to attitudes and beliefs that may be deeply held. The 
impacts of children's participation may, therefore, not be felt for some time into, or even 
after, the life of a project (Lee, 2001).  
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Realm One - Individual 


Personal and Social Development 
 
It is widely believed that involvement in participatory programming will help children 
(especially girls) grow in confidence and self-esteem. Increased confidence is often 
understood to manifest itself in children's ability to speak with different kinds of people in a 
range of different situations, many of them previously unfamiliar.  
 
Increased confidence is commonly associated with an enhanced sense of self-efficacy. 
According to one study sampling over 200 students in the UK, most said participatory 
activities had made them feel they can ‘improve things’ (94%), made them feel proud of 
their ‘achievements’ (97%) and made them feel ‘more independent, trusted and 
responsible’ (98%) (Hannam, 2001:32). 
 
Children may be better equipped to highlight abuses or neglect of rights, challenge the 
relevant authorities, take action where necessary, and act more effectively to protect 
themselves. As one evaluation of a 5-year participatory programme with street and 
working children in Kenya concluded, ‘Children grew in confidence and self-esteem and this 
in turn enabled them to take greater control over their situation’ (van Beers 2002:19).  
 
The ease with which terms such as ‘self-confidence’ and ‘self-efficacy’ are used within the 
literature on evaluation obscures an important need to question and scrutinise these 
concepts more deeply. Current tools used to evaluate this – such as ‘Confidence Lines’ that 
show in a visual manner how a person's confidence has changed over the course of the 
project6 – are a start towards the closer consideration of this issue.  
 
There is now a need to go further and ask about what it means in practice for a child to 
enjoy increased self-confidence? What has she / he actually become more confident in 
doing, and how is this new-found strength manifest in her/ his daily life? (Theis, 2003; 
Julian Kramer, Interview) What do children believe they can achieve now that they couldn’t 
prior to involvement in the programme? In what ways has working as part of a group 
helped them to become more effective in their lives? How do children relate their 
experience of participation to their wider lives, and has their orientation towards the future 
changed as a consequence of their involvement? Do their aspirations and ambitions grow 
greater as they develop confidence, skills etc? (Roger Hart, Perpetua Kirby, Interviews). 
 
It has been suggested that participation may enable children to develop and strengthen 
their expressive ability, their skills and competencies, self-confidence and ability to 
question, have opinions and aspirations (Lansdown, 2003). In short, it is assumed to act in 
support of significant dimensions of children's personal and social development.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                   
6 For more on Confidence Lines, see Nurick and Johnson (2001).  
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However, the literature around this point is scant, partly because researchers on child 
development have tended to focus on the first six years of life whilst the bulk of 
participatory programming is with older children from ten upwards. Certainly, the central 
argument offered by Judith Harris in her assault on the conventional assumptions of 
developmental psychologists lends support to the view that participatory projects could 
significantly enhance children’s social development (1998).  
 
This author challenges the view that it is parents who are overwhelmingly responsible for 
children’s socialisation and the development of their personalities. Harris argues instead 
that the peer group exert the most significant influence, particularly for adolescents. From 
this point of view, we can see the immensely positive potential of activities in which 
children take responsibility, co-operate and support one another in a spirit of tolerance and 
non-discrimination – all of which are common characteristics of sound participatory 
programming.  
 
Furthermore, in line with the school of thought associated with the influential Russian 
psychologist Vygotsky, such opportunities for social interaction should also contribute to 
children’s mental development since, it is argued, ‘mental development is closely tied to 
social and emotional development. It is not primarily an individualized process…It is a social 
and cultural process’ (Woodhead, 2003:114). 
 
It is also widely believed that, through the increased self-awareness, self-reliance, 
independence, maturity, creativity and peer networking which results from participation, 
children will better understand the social and political contexts in which they live (UNICEF, 
2000).  
 
This raises an important question about the way in which agencies hope children will come 
to engage with society as a consequence of their participation in particular projects. As 
Ennew has argued, the view that participation enables children to ‘develop skills needed for 
active citizenship in a democratic society…seems to be taking a particular conception of 
democracy for granted’ (2000:20; see also ‘Institutional’ below). Ultimately, this may be a 
matter of ideology, albeit unconscious.  
 
The international NGOs and UN agencies seem intent on encouraging children's integration 
into and promotion of liberal, secular democracy, although this is often not made explicit. In 
contrast, some practitioners adopt a radical, activist stance, arguing that participation (or 
'protagonism') is important since it promotes political awareness that, together with 
enhanced self-confidence, may enable children to confront and overturn practices that 
exclude them socially, culturally and politically, and potentially re-make society 
(Cussianovich & Marquez, 2002). As Cussianovich has written: 


 
‘Protagonism means a redefinition of power in society, a frontal questioning of power based on the 
condition of adults. It does not only make possible a new way to rethink a new children’s culture in our 
societies, it demands demolishing and rebuilding a new adult culture.’ (1995: 60, cited in Ennew, 
2000:17) 
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The difference between the liberal and more radical view may be seen in relation to 
education. It has been suggested that children's enhanced self-confidence and capacity for 
critical thinking may lead them to take greater control over their own learning (Roger Hart, 
Interview). Those of a more radical persuasion might look at the possibility that children 
empowered in this way will come to question the value and purpose of the schooling they 
receive, and seek to effect deep change or even abandon school altogether.  
 
The major child-focused agencies appear to view children’s participation as contributing to 
the enhancement of the existing system in order, for example, to make schools more 'child-
friendly' without challenging that system in any fundamental manner. Clearly this difference 
between the radical viewpoint and that of the mainstream has significant implications for 
the conceptualisation and evaluation of impact. 
 
Outside of the formal school system, projects that promote children's participation may, in 
themselves, offer significant opportunity for intellectual development. Indeed, in the 
perception of one interviewee, this intellectual development may be greater than that 
achieved within school where rote learning is often the norm (Julian Kramer, Interview). 
 
Health 
 
Recent literature on children's participatory programming suggests that enhancing 
children's knowledge about health issues and encouraging preventative behaviour is also a 
possible impact of children's participation. Messages and information about health issues 
have been a consistent focus for child-to-child projects that, in many contexts, have 
preceded the development of participatory projects (for example in Nepal - see Rajbhandari 
et. al, 1999).  
 
In one children's club in an area of eastern Sri Lanka with very few health services the 
members themselves asked for training by the Red Cross in order to protect themselves 
and their fellow villagers. This was the first time the Red Cross had offered training to 
children (Hart J. 2002a). 
 
In the effort to prevent the spread of HIV/AIDS, children are becoming increasingly active 
through participatory projects.  As the Ghana Red Cross Society notes, adolescents may be 
particularly suited to reach other youth with regards to HIV/AIDS, given that ‘young adults 
are admired by the younger teens, and with only a small age difference, [they] share youth 
social attitudes and values’ (1993:18). Thus, by involving youth in HIV/AIDS awareness and 
prevention activities, knowledge, skills and confidence surrounding sexual issues, condom 
use and disease may be enhanced.  
 
In the setting of the Occupied Palestinian Territories one organisation has similarly 
discovered the benefits of involving older youth as mentors to younger adolescents 
psychological and emotionally affected by the pressures of that setting as well as the more 
general concerns of adolescence (Hart J. 2002b).   
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It has been suggested that opportunities for meaningful participation in public life may keep 
children from engagement in harmful or dangerous activities - such as drug-taking - due to 
feelings of anger, frustration or alienation (Vorontsov, 2001:1). In a violent and politically 
unstable environment such feelings could lead children to involve themselves in military-
type activities. Participatory initiatives may offer a vital forum for self-expression. As one 
member of a participatory youth organisation in the West Bank commented: 
 
‘(The organisation) has given me motivation to move ahead in life, to go on in spite of the frustrations and 
to make a difference to society. At the start of (al-Aqsa) Intifada … we did a brainstorming and realised 
that most young people are unable to express themselves and that this leads to explosion. I want to spread 
the word that youth can do something.’ (Hart J., 2002: 25) 
 
Enhanced social networks for friendship and mutual support 
 
One of the more visible impacts that participation may have on children’s social worlds is in 
improved gender equity and social relations between boys and girls. It may open up new 
opportunities for interaction and support, reinforcing positive levels of social integration 
among children and strengthening the values of solidarity and democracy among each 
other. As one 18-year old boy put it: 
 
‘You get to know other people… Tolerance. Big tolerance thing because I’m not a group person… I 
feel like I made friends, like I can talk. I learned to know when not to put my two cents in. I used to 
interrupt and I worked on that a lot.’ (Sabo, 2001:51) 
 
Again, while these qualitative changes are extremely valuable to children’s understanding of 
their own development, efforts should also be made to look more deeply into the practical 
implications of such changes in the daily lives of children. For example, has the 
improvement of social skills and increased tolerance for others led children to initiate or 
participate in other activities, changed the way they spend their free time, or helped them 
in their economic roles?  
 
As well as an enhancement of relations with peers, participatory programmes that involve 
adults and children working together in an atmosphere of ‘mutual trust, affection and most 
of all respect’ should provide a positive example for children in their efforts to build better 
relations with adults as well (Reddy & Ratna, 2002:14). This may be typified by a gradual 
shift from relations based on 'dependence' or 'independence' to those grounded on 
'interdependence' between children and adults (Ibid, pp 22-23). 
 
Realm Two – Familial  


Improved family relations  
 
It is suggested in the literature that participation may improve family relations characterised 
by increased parental support, and/or reduced domestic abuse. This may be partly due to 
the fact that children acquire skills and knowledge that enable them to contribute more 
effectively to the well-being of their households. Research also suggests that improved 
relations are due to the better behaviour, attitudes, and self-discipline of children that are 
commonly attributed to their participation in particular projects or initiatives.  
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In some cultures it is considered unacceptable or suspect for adolescent girls to socialise 
outside the home, particularly with male peers. However, evidence suggests that it may be 
possible for female participants to re-negotiate these constraints through building trust and 
mutual respect with parents. The confidence and ability to do this appear to derive from 
their experience within the participatory programmes themselves (Lolichen & Ratna, 
Interview; Hart J. 2002a). 
 
Some participatory projects may be directly supported by parents. One study that looked 
at a project where this was the case observed that parents developed ‘improved 
perceptions and closer relationships with their children…’ (Kirby et. al. 2002, cited in Kirby 
with Bryson, 2002:23) 
 
Negative Impact 
 
At the same time, evaluation should be attentive to the possibly negative impact of 
children's participation in activities that take them away from their responsibilities within 
the home or from other activities that are a priority for carers, notably schoolwork 
(Development FOCUS et. al. 2001).  
 
We need also to be attentive to possible tensions arising from the fact that, whilst children 
are being encouraged to express their views and participate in decision-making processes, 
their parents may not enjoy such opportunities (Jo Boyden, Interview). In such a case there 
is a particular need for agencies to work closely with parents to ensure that efforts to 
empower children are not perceived by family members as a threat to their own position - 
experienced as one of relative powerlessness in the wider society (Hart J. 2002a:19).  
 
Furthermore, caution is required when projects encourage children toward particular views 
(for example, non-discrimination, secularism, gender equity) that are not widely held by 
parents and other adults in the community. Without simultaneous efforts by agency staff to 
work with family members around such values there is a risk that child participants can 
come into conflict at home. In any case, we need to consider the ethics of expecting 
children to hold attitudes that we do not expect of adults (Cairns, 1992:125). 
 
Addressing Domestic Issues 
 
It seems that child-led initiatives often focus their activities on problems arising within 
families. These include issues such as early marriage, the effects of alcoholism, and the 
denial of educational opportunities, particularly to girls.  
 
The Shishu Parishads (Children's Councils) in Tangail District of Bangladesh, for example, 
have been active in trying to stop early child marriage in their villages. According to a 
recent report, in one village the children's council has managed to prevent five cases of 
early marriage through their advocacy efforts (O'Kane, 2002:10).  
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However, in the general absence of ongoing monitoring and evaluation processes, it is 
often hard to determine whether such efforts lead to a real change in the practices of family 
and community. As the following statement from the president of a child club in Nepal 
suggests, we should be clear in distinguishing participants' activity and enthusiasm from 
actual impact: 
 
‘…our club is trying to call parents-children meetings. We discuss with each other and point out problems, 
put problems in front of them. Mostly parents don't come to the meeting. But we are trying... Parents are 
not supporting us for children's' rights. They don't care - means they don't give attention towards their 
children. What they want, their study, health etc. So this is the problem that we are facing. But we are 
trying to solve this problem slowly.’  (Shova B. personal communication) 


 
Realm Three – Communal  


Contribution to community development  
According to the literature, children may provide energy and motivation for community 
development, and that ‘actively involving children as a catalyst … activates the local 
community as a whole’ (Winter, 1997:26). The positive results of listening to children were 
apparent in one project in the northern Ladakh region of India, where a senior official 
admitted that: 
 
‘There was a tendency to neglect children, but now we have started this process of involving them, 
children have motivated their parents and villagers, they have made lots of positive changes…’ (Local 
Government Official, Ladakh, India, quoted in O’Kane, 2002) 
 
The Children’s Clubs introduced in war-torn eastern Sri Lanka have elicited similar results: 


 
‘… in Sivanthivu the school principal reported that, prior to the establishment of the (children's) club, 
only 5-6 parents came regularly to the meetings of the Student Development Society, intended as a 
forum for support of the school and their children’s education. However, as the club became active, 
attendance jumped and there are now around 150 parents involved. A general mood of apathy has 
given way to concern about ways in which the village may be developed.’ (Hart J. 2002c:39) 


 
It is also believed that children's participation tunes the project to community needs, 
including those of children more effectively. This in turn should contribute to a better, more 
cooperative atmosphere and projects that run more smoothly, are less time-consuming and 
more cost-effective (Phillips, 2000). From this are expected increased staff motivation, 
improved external relations between the community and the project, and more consistent 
and effective networking (van Beers, 2002).  
 
These are significant claims but it appears that there has yet to be an evaluation of a 
participatory project comprehensive or lengthy enough to collect the relevant data needed 
to prove them. Nevertheless, the potential of participatory projects to improve the 
organisation and functioning of communities at a basic level in respect of children’s rights 
and advocacy is slowly gaining recognition (PLAN International, 2001b; Hill, 2002).  
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As Roger Hart has argued, communities can play a vital role in meeting the rights of 
children (1999:37). Government bodies and development agencies have a clear 
responsibility for supporting communities to function in a healthy manner that contributes 
to children's well-being (Ibid). However, it also seems that children themselves, through 
participatory projects, may contribute to the enhancement of their communities directly 
themselves.  
 
Improved adult–child relations within the community 
 
As will be discussed further in the following section, the negative attitudes or fears of adults 
often constitute a major obstacle to the promotion of children's participation in both child-
led initiatives and broader community development processes (Karkara & Singh, 2003). 
However, through witnessing the positive impact of children's participation on children 
themselves and upon the community, it is commonly the case that opposing adults can be 
won round (Fowler, 2003:4; Hart J., 2002a:19). For example, in Kenya, community leaders 
only became supportive of one particular project after having seen the ‘seriousness, 
commitment and value of children’s input towards communal matters’ (van Beers, 
2002:20). 
  
One consequence of successful participatory projects may often be the enhancement of 
adult-child relationships in the community. Through the projects themselves children 
commonly develop interpersonal skills and increased experience in conducting dialogue 
with adults. Furthermore, well-facilitated projects often help children to acquire skills and 
knowledge that are valued by the community, thus enabling them to raise their status 
(Kavita Ratna and Lolichen P.J., Interviews).  
 
Adults involved in supporting young people are sometimes reported to be ‘surprised’ and 
‘impressed’ by what the young people are capable of doing and achieving. Shenton found 
‘a great deal of evidence of changes in attitudes’ (1999:23), both personal and professional, 
including beginning to see young people as part of the solution rather than part of the 
problem. In addition, by drawing adult attention to children's contribution through a 
particular project or child-led initiative, it is possible that the recognition by adults of 
children's everyday contributions to family and community life will be increased (Vicky 
Johnson, Interview). 
  
Once the obstacles to children's participation are successfully overcome an important 
precedent is created. Child participation is thus a democratising presence, encouraging 
children’s social inclusion (Cussianovich & Marquez, 2002).  
 
Realm Four – Institutional   


Improved school attendance, better school performance 
 
Some of the most frequently suggested impacts of participation anticipated within the 
literature relate to education (Hannam, 2001; Saurin, 1998; O’Kane, 2002; Cussianovich & 
Marquez, 2002; Woodhead, 1999; Fielding and Prieto, 2002; Davies and Kirkpatrick, 
2000). Through a participatory approach to education the knowledge imparted by children 
can lead to improvements in curricula, management and school attendance.  
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For example, the Bilingual Teacher Training Programme of the Peruvian Amazon was built 
upon children’s knowledge of their own community and daily lives using both their native 
language and Spanish.  
 
The result has been a schooling that is better integrated with more highly motivated pupils, 
both of which contribute to building cultural resistance and sustainable development for 
their community (Hart R., 1997:60).  
 
Similarly, a study of 12 participatory schools in the UK found that the overall rate of 
permanent exclusions was significantly lower than for other less participatory (but 
otherwise similar) schools. Anecdotal evidence suggested that the attendance of less 
academic and potentially alienated students, particularly boys, was also improved through 
involvement in participatory activities (Hannam, 2001). 
 
Having said that, there are still remarkably few attempts by nations to foster community 
participation of children or youth through their public school systems (Hart R., 1997:57), 
due apparently to limited understanding of what children’s participation actually is and lack 
of skills and knowledge on how to involve children within schools, institutions or local fora 
of governance (van Beers, 2002:19).  
 
Enhanced processes and institutions of governance  
 
Ideally participatory projects should lead children into some form of regular participation or 
representation in decision-making processes, particularly at the local level (Karkara & Singh, 
2003).  It is argued that they have both a right and a valuable role to ensure that 
governance becomes more attuned to their specific needs and aspirations (Hart J. with 
Khatiwada, 2003; O'Kane, 2003; Kavita Ratna and Lolichen P.J., Interview).  UNICEF 
anticipate that, in the long run, establishing more frequent and far-reaching participatory 
programmes with children will effect a transformation of power structures at multiple 
levels, beginning with programme unit and community, and moving into larger local, 
national and international arenas (2003). 
 
Some suggest that participation may prepare children for future leadership and 
social/political participation, and contribute to the democratisation process through the 
formation of young leaders with a vision and knowledge of development. As Roger Hart 
commented ‘it is unrealistic to expect children suddenly to become responsible, 
participating adults without prior exposure to the skills and responsibilities involved’ 
(1992:5). The same author more recently noted that through ‘frequent experiences with 
direct democratic participation in institutional settings…children can come gradually to 
construct authentic participatory democracies’ (1997:192). 
 
The ‘School Mayors of Iran’ project was established in 1994 as a means of involving 
schoolchildren in sustainable development through the establishment of organisations in 
which elected students take responsibility for school affairs and the areas around school 
premises.  
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The author of a recent report on the project explains its wider significance as follows: 
 
‘…projects such as School Mayors can be regarded as first steps toward the creation of a new generation 
of true citizens. The outcomes of these projects have been beyond anyone’s expectations in Iran to the 
point that one of the leading figures of the Iranian right wing …while pointing to the causes of the defeat 
and election of Mr Khatami, indicated that projects such as School Mayors have mobilized not only the 
middle schoolers but also their families and through them the entire nation.’  (Piran, n.d.) 


 
Enhanced work / functioning of agency 
 
As discussed in Realm Three, one of the anticipated benefits of participatory programming 
for agencies is that projects may become more effective. Simultaneously, the organisation 
may benefit from an enriched and deepened understanding of issues affecting children, 
information is gathered that would never have otherwise surfaced, and children’s 
perspectives, needs and desires in relation to those of the community become clearer (van 
Beers, 2002). 
 
The experience of Save the Children, UK in particular suggests that efforts to involve 
children in the governance of their own programmes has yielded important benefits in 
terms of staff development and the development of children’s interpersonal skills. However, 
this is an ongoing process and full of challenges (Gerison Lansdown, Interview). 
 
PART B - Ethical issues in the evaluation of participation 
Ethical issues relating to children's participation are numerous and complex. However, of 
fundamental concern is the protection of children, which, in turn, requires attention to the 
issue of power relations between adults and children and amongst children themselves (van 
Beers, 2002). In the practice of monitoring and evaluating children's participation in 
agency-supported projects, the same general ethical concerns apply. Nevertheless, a 
number of issues relate specifically to monitoring and evaluation processes: 
  
• Participant-centred. Evaluations must be participant-centred, which means ensuring 


that they are based on children’s own meanings and understandings, gather information 
that they regard as relevant and appropriate, and allow for feedback and discussion at 
the various levels of the programme; participating children, local agency / field office, 
national office, agency headquarters, and so on. Systematic feedback and discussion is 
critical to ensuring that the interpretation of data is consistent with its original 
meanings (CVT, 2002).  


 
• Informed consent. To ensure the voluntary and informed nature of children’s 


involvement, children need to understand what the evaluation is for, the limits and rules 
of the process, their responsibilities and role within it, and in particular the 
consequences and implications of expressing their opinions (Lansdown, 2001; UNICEF, 
2002). This information should be transmitted in a way that is appropriate to the 
context and capabilities of the children involved.  
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Although parental or guardian consent should be sought where appropriate or where 
there is a legal requirement, there are some occasions where children would prefer their 
parents not to know they are participating or to see the results of the evaluation 
process, and these wishes must be respected (IDS, 1995). In addition, agencies must 
also take fully into account the political and security environment in which they are 
working. Parental consent to a child participating in an activity does not absolve the 
agency from ensuring that the child is not exposed to risks (UNICEF, 2002).  
 
Finally, the process of gaining consent should not be rushed, and the opportunity for 
children to withdraw from any part of the evaluation at any time should be extended to 
them without fear of negative consequences (Swift, 1998).  


  
• Confidentiality. Privacy is often critical to children’s well-being, and agencies 


frequently draw up an agreement with children at the beginning of evaluation - usually 
promising anonymity (UNICEF, 2002; PLAN, 1999, Save the Children, 1998). This 
discussion should also promote awareness and agreement about how the results will be 
used. The effort to protect children's confidentiality has practical implications in that a 
place must be found, in which the evaluation processes cannot be overheard by 
outsiders (IDS, 1995).  
 
This raises a difficult question about whether confidentiality and anonymity should be 
assured throughout monitoring and evaluation processes. Those responsible for such 
processes should be clear before beginning about the course of action they will take if 
information is disclosed that suggests that the protection of individual children is being 
compromised, for example through domestic abuse (Development FOCUS International, 
et. al., 2001). Children can be brought in to discuss potential actions following the 
disclosure of such information but this also needs to be handled with extreme care 
(Padmavathi, 2003). 
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• Anticipating and Averting Risk. Children should not be exposed to any risks, whether 
psychological (shame, fear), social (family/community relations) or physical (abuse, 
violence) in nature.  
 
Poor children may be reluctant to be seen at public gatherings because of their 
appearance, and efforts should be made to ensure that evaluations involving children do 
not exacerbate or create feelings of inferiority or insecurity.  
 
Equally, involvement in the evaluation should in no way conflict with the demands and 
responsibilities placed on the children by their families and the wider social and 
economic context, for they are liable to censure (and often physical punishment) if they 
do not complete their allotted tasks (IDS, 1995).  
 
Finally, it has been suggested that some children may suffer from stress and depression 
following interaction with adult evaluators. This may be the consequence of raising 
issues that are painful and failing to ensure appropriate and supportive follow up is 
available. Negative feelings can also result from creating unrealistic expectations or 
from leaving participants with a sense that their efforts have not been fruitful or 
worthwhile (Blagbrough, 1998). 


 
• Appropriate Organisation. The gender composition of groups of children involved in 


evaluation processes needs careful thought, and should be decided through 
consideration of the matter being discussed and the socio-cultural context in which the 
children live. It may be decided, for example, that some issues are best discussed with 
groups separated by gender.  
 
When monitoring or evaluation activities occur with both adults and children present, 
particular attention should be paid to ensuring that children are able to participate fully. 
At the same time, it is also important to consider how the involvement of children in the 
evaluation affects their relations with adults, and the potential conflicts of interests that 
may ensue from being offered the opportunity to freely express themselves. 
 
Finally, participatory evaluations should provide a safe creative space where children 
feel as though their thoughts and ideas are important. Within this space they should 
feel free to voice their true opinions and thoughts, without pressure from, or fear of, the 
facilitators (Padmavathi, 2003).  
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• Transparency. Adult staff should be honest about the monitoring or evaluation process 
from the outset, and ensure that all stakeholders who may be directly or indirectly 
affected are informed about the aims and organisation of evaluation activities.  


 
It should be made clear, for example, if such activities are happening in order to inform 
a decision about the continuation of support for the project. The structures by which 
this or other relevant decisions will be taken must be made transparent, along with the 
boundaries of the proposed project, capacity for change, timeframe and potential 
competing interests (Lansdown, 2001; Johnson & Ivan-Smith, 1998). There is also the 
need for adults to be clear and open about where their ultimate loyalty lies, with 
participating children, with the agency, with donors, etc.  


 
• Feedback. It is very important that findings and lessons learnt from the evaluation are 


fed back to all stakeholders at the end of the process, particularly to those children who 
gave information towards the evaluation.  
 
These findings should also be presented in ways accessible to children and adults of all 
ages, literate or non-literate, in the particular context (Wilson and McKeown, 2003). 
Particularly with younger children attention should be paid to the means of 
communicating feedback to ensure that it is understandable and interesting. Visual  
methods may be helpful here, for example. 
 
Efforts should be made to ensure that findings are appropriately channelled back into 
the implementing/facilitating agency responsible for the programme to inform 
organisational learning, policy, and programme development. However, from an ethical 
standpoint, accountability should be first and foremost to child participants.  


 
PART C - The Practice of Evaluation  
The monitoring and evaluation of participatory projects with children offers its own 
particular challenges and complexities.  
 
Firstly, the underlying aims and objectives of agencies in supporting participatory projects 
with children are not always made explicit. Indeed, participation is often driven by 
‘ideological fervour’. Implementing agencies may find it hard to engage in critical reflection 
about the strengths and weaknesses of actual projects that exist as a point of principle 
(UNDP, 1997).  
 
In general, where the intended impacts of child participation are made explicit these 
normally relate to qualitative change (e.g. improved self-confidence, knowledge and skills, 
etc) that are not as easy to measure as quantitative changes and may be long-term in their 
emergence (ibid). In any event, there may be a certain paradox in setting aims for a 
particular project.   
 
It could be argued that authentic participation is, by definition, not subject to the prior 
establishment of clear objectives, timeframes and anticipated impacts by the supporting 
agency. In theory, participants should be able to develop their own aims and objectives for 
particular activities. 
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Given these difficulties and a common lack of skills and methodological sophistication to 
address them, the majority of evaluations carried out today follow a simplistic framework. 
The mere existence of participatory activities is often held up as evidence of positive impact 
on children’s lives. In other words, the focus tends to be on 'outputs' - often measured 
numerically - rather than on 'impacts'. 
 
A growing number of commentators are arguing that a focus on process as well as upon 
outcomes / impact is essential, since they are inextricably linked. Certainly, outcomes / 
impacts cannot be evaluated without understanding the processes that gave rise to them 
(Save the Children, 2003b; UNDP, 1997). However, the theoretical basis for making such a 
link apparently remains weak. As Kirby and Bryson have noted: ‘There is currently 
insufficient theorising about how programme processes and contexts interrelate to produce 
outcomes’ (2002:7).  This may partly be the result of undertaking evaluation only 
sporadically - often only at the end rather than during the life of the project  (UNDP, 
1997:43).  
 
On the other hand, given that much of what has commonly passed for evaluation has 
looked narrowly at inputs and outputs, further experience of evaluation that looks at both 
impacts / outcomes and at processes may be needed before we can theorise meaningfully 
about the relationship between the two. 
 
As discussed in Section Two Part A, a common impact of participation anticipated by many 
agencies is the enhancement of children's development as citizens who understand and 
uphold democratic values. For this reason alone it is clear that a focus on process may be as 
vital as that on impact since it is hard to conceive how such values could come alive for 
children in a project environment in which they are absent. Nevertheless, this emphasis on 
monitoring of process is not clearly reflected in the literature.  
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The box below suggests the characteristics of an evaluation that fully takes into account the 
importance of process.  
 


The characteristics of process-focussed evaluation 


1. Naturalistic 
This is the study of processes as they occur rather than on the basis of pre-determined and expected 
impacts / outcomes. This separates the notion of evaluation from that of ‘judgement’, and is based on 
practice rather than aspiration in describing what is happening rather than what should have happened.  
 
2. Heuristic 
The evaluation should be subject to continuous redefinition as knowledge of a project and its impact / 
outcome increases. It should evolve by following up on observable changes and new questions coming to 
the fore. 
 
3. Holistic 
The evaluation should see the project as a working whole that requires understanding from many 
different perspectives. 
 
4. Inductive 
The evaluation should seek to understand impacts / outcomes without imposing predetermined 
expectations or benchmarks. It should begin with specific observations and build towards a general 
pattern of outcomes.  


Adapted from: UNDP, 1997 


Unsurprisingly, advocates of children's participation also call for a participatory approach to 
monitoring and evaluation (Save the Children, 2003a & 2003b). This implies a clear shift 
from conventional forms of evaluation with implications not only for methods but for who 
carries out the evaluation, what is evaluated, how and when the evaluation is conducted 
and why it is conducted in the first place. The table below indicates differences between 
'conventional' and 'participatory' approaches in line with these issues. In practice, of course, 
the distinctions may not be so clear-cut.  
 
Furthermore, it should not be assumed that everything associated with 'conventional' 
approaches is necessarily negative. For example, an external expert may provide a useful 
outsider's perspective and may also contribute to the development of the skills and 
understanding of project staff and participants. He or she may also have an important role 
to play in mediating between data needs at the local level and at the level of donors and 
senior agency staff.  
 


 Adapted from: Jobes, 1997 


 Conventional Participatory 


Who? External experts Project members, project staff, facilitator 


What? 
Pre-determined indicators of performance, principally cost 
and production output 


People identify their own indicators of 
performance 


How? 
Focus on ‘scientific objectivity’ distancing evaluators from 
other participants; uniform, complex procedures; delayed 
and limited access to findings 


Self-evaluation; simple methods adapted to 
local culture; open immediate sharing of 
findings through local involvement 


When? Usually upon completion; sometimes also mid-term Merging of Monitoring and Evaluation; hence 
frequent small evaluations 


Why? Accountability, usually a summary, to determine if funding 
continues 


To empower local people to initiate, control 
and take corrective action 
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Child participants' role in evaluation 
 
In the view of many organisations and authors, if children have the right to self-expression 
and self-determination in decisions that affect their lives, then they should also be centrally 
involved in the processes by which their organised participation is monitored and evaluated 
(Save the Children 2003a & 2003b; Padmavathi, 2003; IDS, 1998; Lee, 2001; IIED, 2001). 
Thus, children should be involved in the process of deciding on M&E methodologies 
(deciding how to monitor, what to monitor and how to interpret results), the selection of 
indicators for success, and the analysis and presentation of findings and recommendations. 
However, for children to play such a central role it is clear that a good deal of capacity 
building may be necessary: 


 
Children should be trained in using data collection/evaluation tools such as PRA-related tools, audio-
visual, quantitative, anthropological tools, interviews, storytelling, songs, group work, community 
surveys, oral testimony, participant observation (IDS, 1995). 
 
In a few cases (such as PLAN’s SASITO programme - see Lee, 2001) this training has begun 
to happen, but it remains the case that these aspirations have yet to take hold in wider 
practice, perhaps because of the time, resources and skills that this kind of child-
participatory evaluation asks of the facilitating agency. Agencies should also be aware that 
child evaluators may also misuse their power or succumb to their own particular social and 
cultural biases – the fact that they are children does not necessarily make the evaluation 
more neutral or accurate, as the example in the box below illustrates. 
 
Child Evaluators in Tajikistan 
 
An evaluation carried out in Tajikistan used children as the main evaluators. They were trained in the 
necessary tools and techniques including interviewing by local field workers. However, when the child 
evaluators set out with their task, it was noted that they were unsympathetic toward the children they were 
interviewing and their manner was a bit aggressive. The fieldworkers had imagined that the children would be 
empathetic to young people in the same circumstances as themselves. In reality, they misused the techniques, 
dominated discussions and rushed through the sessions.  
 
To overcome the problem field workers used role-plays to discuss with the child evaluators the issue of 
empathy. This proved to be the turning point of the week and the next interviews were done with far greater 
sensitivity. The children grew in stature as interviewers and felt increasingly confident in their roles. 
       Taken from Parry-Williams (1998) 
 
Chawla (2001) also points out the risk inherent in an approach to evaluation that is 
unerringly subservient to children’s direction, in that it may lead to ‘a series of one-time 
only project reviews, each unique, non-comparable and confined to its own boundaries’ (9). 
There is, in any case, a clear need for adults to be involved as partners, helping to ensure 
that the data produced are meaningful and useful for others, including the supporting 
agency (Kirby with Bryson, 2002:55). 
  
Aside from the issue of how it is organised, participation in evaluation may also yield 
important benefits for children. A recent study based upon extensive fieldwork in Nepal and 
South Africa, argues strongly that children's meaningful involvement in processes of 
evaluating community development projects is vital to the progressive realisation of their 
rights (Development FOCUS International et. al., 2001). 
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Determining the level of children's participation in evaluation 
 
Whilst children's participation in evaluation may well be beneficial for them and for the 
projects, it can be very time-consuming and mentally exhausting, and children themselves 
may not wish to be involved at every stage. In any case, the decision about how and when 
to involve children requires a balancing of the goal of participation with the requirements of 
sound and rigorous research. An appropriate balance will need to be determined on a 
project-by-project basis (Kirby with Bryson, 2002:57). The table below gives some idea of 
the relationships between the aims of research (including evaluation), the tests it has to 
pass to meet those aims and the suggested level of participation by young people. 
 
 
Table showing relationships between aims of research and levels of participation 
 
Aim of the research Tests to be passed Level of participation 
Generating ‘safe’ knowledge about 
young people 
 


Traditional tests of 
‘trustworthiness’ (validity, 
reliability, objectivity etc.) 


Young people can be involved only 
insofar as this does not compromise 
trustworthiness. 


Enabling the voices of young 
people to be heard 
 


Authenticity: the extent to 
which young people’s voices are 
free from professional 
mediation 


Young people’s views are central – 
though professional researchers may 
need to offer support in eliciting and 
articulating these 
 


Impacting on decision makers 
 


The extent to which young 
people are heard by and 
influence decision makers 
 


Young people are involved in 
communicating findings directly to 
policy makers 


Empowering young people 
 


The extent to which young 
people are enabled to take 
control of aspects of their lives 
as a result of their involvement 
 


Young people control as much of the 
research process as possible, using it 
to explore issues of concern to them 


 Source: Dyson & Meagher, 2001:70 


 
Staff capacity 
 
‘Discussions on evaluation methodology are often limited to a discussion of ‘methods’ – tools to be used 
for data collection. But methodology is much more than methods; it is about human behaviour, attitudes, 
principles, beliefs about knowledge, power relationships, and it ultimately depends on our own deep-
seated beliefs about why we are involved in evaluation.’  (Stubbs, 1996:4) 
 
As the above quotation suggests, sound project evaluation is far more than a technical 
exercise. Simply reading a manual or undertaking a brief workshop on tools and methods, 
are not, in themselves, sufficient preparation for those intending to introduce evaluation 
activities into projects. As the study by Development FOCUS International et al (2001) 
argues, for agencies seeking to instigate participatory evaluation the most crucial challenge 
may lie not in acquiring the appropriate tools but in first developing the capacity to relate 
to children and other intended participants in an appropriate manner.  
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‘Simply being able to conduct evaluations in a participatory way does not necessarily give insight into the 
impact of programmes on children and other traditionally excluded sections of the community. The 
parameters of monitoring and evaluation and the objectives need to be negotiated, and explained with 
and by children. The capacity to do this is still quite limited as it means more than simply adding 
participatory research techniques to the evaluation process.’ (2001:16) 


 
Boyden and Ennew address this point at some length in their manual on participatory 
research with children. They argue that ‘training in participatory techniques should include 
learning, practising and internalising new kinds of interpersonal skills for communication 
with children’ (1997:56, emphasis in original). 


 
Whatever tools are chosen it is important that these are employed as part of a strategy that 
integrates evaluation activities with the ongoing processes of individual projects. The 
alternative, which often seems the norm, is to conduct a series of evaluation 'events' 
external to the project (Jo Boyden, Interview). In addition, it is vital that skills in the analysis 
and interpretation of data are strongly developed.  
 
Tools and methods 
 
As already discussed in Section One, children's participation is understood and 
operationalised in numerous ways. This suggests that the range of tools and methods 
employed in evaluation will need to be similarly broad and diverse. Furthermore, the social, 
economic and cultural realities of each location in which participatory projects are pursued 
may impose their own constraints and demands in terms of tools and methods (O’Kane, 
2002).   
 
Flexibility and adaptability seem to be essential for those seeking to instigate an evaluation 
process (Save the Children, 2003b). As one interviewee explained: ‘it is more appropriate 
to develop a ‘basket’ of different methods that an evaluator/assessor could utilise in the 
field as needed’ (Brian Milne, Interview).  
 
The literature identifies a large number of tools available for evaluation. For the sake of 
clarity we list different tools according to four categories.7 In practice, however, these 
overlap. 
 
(1) PRA and PRA-related tools. Participatory assessment (PRA), also known as 
‘participatory rural appraisal’ and ‘participatory rapid assessment’, comprises a range of 
visualisation, interviewing and group work methods. Visualisation techniques in particular 
provide opportunities for creative reflection because they enable people to ‘represent their 
own ideas in a form they can discuss, modify and extend’ (Cornwall et al. 1993:23).  
 
As PRA usually takes place in groups, this encourages wider participation from people and 
allows for cross-checking of information generated (Estrella & Gaventa, 1997). Common 
tools include social maps, timelines, seasonal calendars, daily activity profiles and Venn 
diagrams.8 
                                                   
7 These categories are summarised from pp32-36 of Estrella & Gaventa (1997), which also includes an 
excellent and more detailed annotated bibliography of the Manuals and Toolkits for Participatory Monitoring 
and Evaluation as an Appendix. 
8 See Estrella & Gaventa (1997) for more on these tools. 
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(2) Audio-visual tools. These include the use of videos, story-telling, popular theatre, 
songs and photographs. Children appear to find these especially stimulating to use, and 
make a refreshing alternative or accompaniment to interview transcripts (Cornwall et al, 
1993). They can also generate new information by allowing people to look at themselves 
and their situations through a variety of mediums they may otherwise have little or no 
access to.  
 
For example, in the participatory impact evaluation of the Nepal Resource Management 
Project, drama and songs were used to help identify villagers’ perceptions of changes in 
their communities as a result of the project. These tools also helped villagers to define what 
should be evaluated and what they prioritise as project objectives (Wigboldus et al, 1995). 
 
(3) Quantitative tools. While these are more traditionally associated with conventional, 
non-participatory approaches to monitoring and evaluation, more recent attempts have 
tried to make these more participatory and accessible to local people (Rugh, 1992; Abbot 
& Guijt, 1997). In community surveys for example, local members have become involved in 
deciding what information to obtain, how and when to collect it and for what purpose. This 
ensures that quantitative surveys are developed and carried out to reflect local needs and 
context (Estrella & Gaventa, 1997). 
 
(4) Tools derived from the ‘anthropological’ tradition These include the technique of 
'participant observation' and the use of oral testimonies in particular. The former involves 
purposive observation while taking part in day-to-day activities. From an ethical perspective 
this should always take place with the knowledge of the people concerned. In the context 
of participatory evaluation it may be undertaken as a group activity, with locals themselves 
functioning as participant observers (Feuerstein, 1986). 
 
Choosing which tools to use is only one step – deciding how to use them appropriately to 
elicit the relevant data is another matter. The literature offers some help in this respect (see 
box below). 
 


Guidelines on using tools in evaluation 


Use tools in ways that complement the approach and philosophy of the project; 
 
Introduce the tools to participants as a way of helping them address their questions and problems, not 
simply as the means to collect information about them for and by outsiders; 
 
Ensure that end-users are able to use the tools in both data gathering and in analysing data; 
 
Match the tools selected to the skills and aptitudes of participants; 
 
Adapt to fit people’s daily lives and activities; 
 
Ensure that tools are able to provide timely information needed for decision-making; 
Reinforce solidarity, co-operation and involvement among participants; 
 
Be sensitive to issues of gender, age, religion, ethnicity etc; 
 
Only obtain the information needed.  


(adapted from Rugh, 1992:17 and Naryan-Parker, 1993:16-18) 
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Areas for further discussion 
 
Our review of the literature brought to light several topics or themes where it was felt that 
further research and discussion were particularly needed.  
 


q The relationship between the actual process of specific projects and the level and 
kind of impacts/outcomes achieved.  


 
q The dangers and limitations of children's participation. 


 
q The particular means and challenges of undertaking participatory programming with 


pre-adolescent children and of evaluating such work. 
 
q The relationship between organisational culture of an agency - in terms of values, 


practices, flexibility, etc - and the type and effectiveness of its participatory projects.  
 


q The long-term impact of children's participation on the direction and effectiveness 
of agency-supported community development projects. 


 
q The potential negative impacts of participatory projects and initiatives, not only 


among those directly involved but also among members of the wider community.  
 
q Age, ethnicity, religion, caste/class, disability and gender as factors potentially 


enabling or constraining children's participation in agency projects.  
 


q The training of successful facilitators both in terms of attitudes and specific skills. 
 


q Children's participation in large public fora at national and international level in 
terms of its impacts on their lives and those of their families. 


 
q The relationship between participatory projects with children and the development 


of the wider society. 
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Appendix A – List of Interviewees 
The majority of interviews were conducted by Jason Hart in the UK in July 2003, by phone, 
in person or, in one case, by e-mail. The interviews with experts in India were conducted by 
Jason Hart and Jesse Newman during a field visit in August 2003.  
 
Bill Bell, Save the Children, UK 


Maggie Black, Independent Consultant - Oxford 


Jo Boyden, University of Oxford  


Shyamol Chaudhury, University of Bath 


Judith Ennew, University of Cambridge 


Thomas Feeny, Independent Consultant - London 


Roger Hart, City University New York 


Vicky Johnson, Development FOCUS International - Brighton  


Perpetua Kirby, Independent Consultant - Brighton 


Julian Kramer, Save the Children, Norway 


Gerison Lansdown, Independent Consultant - London 


Lolichen P.J., The Concerned for Working Children (CWC) - Bangalore 


Brian Milne, Independent Consultant - Cambridge 


Rita Panicker, Butterflies - New Delhi 


Kavita Ratna, The Concerned for Working Children (CWC) - Bangalore 


Praveen  Sharma, CASP - New Delhi 


Neelam Singh, Independent Consultant - New Delhi 


Silvia Stefanoni, Save the Children, UK 


Joachim Theis, Save the Children, Sweden 
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Appendix B 


Reddy & Ratna's 'Scenarios of Adult-Children Engagement'  
 
1. Active resistance: There are adults who actively resist children’s participation. These adults belong to 
several categories. Some of them feel that children should not be burdened with participation. Some believe 
that children do not have the capacity to participate and hence cannot make informed choices. Some hold the 
view that children are very easy to manipulate and hence their participation may be used only to further adult 
agendas. Some adults in this category take very strong positions against children’s participation and actually 
mobilise support and lobby against it. They do so because they are very aware of the power of children’s 
participation and hence do not want to forfeit their power.   
 
2. Hindrance: There are adults who hinder children’s participation. Some of them may be against children’s 
participation and they may come in the way of children’s participation either overtly or covertly. They block 
opportunities for children and discourage children from participating. There are others in this category that 
may voice their support to children’s participation, but the manner in which they interact with children may 
actually hinder children’s participation. They may intentionally or unintentionally undermine the ability of 
children and may end up making children feel inadequate and reluctant to participate.  
 
3. Manipulation: There are adults who manipulate children. Some adults in this scenario use children to 
further their own agendas. They may coach children to voice what they want or cleverly interpret what 
children say/do to suit their own interests. Sometimes this manipulation is very obvious, yet often it may be 
quite subtle – and may be carried out in ways children find very difficult to notice, let alone counter.  
 
There are other adults who may manipulate children in order to ‘get the best performance’ out of them – and 
according to the adults, this may be done in the best interest of the child. Sometimes manipulation takes on 
emotional overtones as children often have emotional ties with the adults they interact with closely.  
 
Manipulation is a very subtle and sensitive area. This critique has been often used to discredit children’s 
participation. Even the best child facilitators could end up manipulating children unintentionally and 
unconsciously. The only way to guard against this is to be constantly vigilant.    
 
4. Decoration: There are adults who treat children more or less like decorative objects, where they are 
expected to basically add colour to the proceedings. Children are called to present bouquets or sing songs – 
and not much is made of their presence.   
 
5. Tokenism: There are adults who bring in children to take mileage from their presence and pretend that 
children have been given opportunities to participate. The adults may not manipulate children to speak on 
their behalf, yet they do ‘use’ the presence of children to be counted as ‘advocates of children’s rights’ and to 
be politically correct. 
 
6. Tolerance: There are adults who bear with the notion of children’s participation as some one higher up 
(such as a donor agency) thinks it is important. In some cases, children themselves may have demanded to be 
listened to. Adults then go through some consultative exercises with children but do not give any value or 
credit to the process or the outcome. 
 
7. Indulgence: There are adults who find children’s participation ‘cute’ and ‘interesting’ and are willing to 
provide limited spaces for children to voice their opinions. They keep prompting children to speak up and try 
to keep the environment friendly.  They may listen to the opinions expressed by children with interest, but 
may not follow them up with seriousness. These are mostly one time events and very little comes out of such 
‘participation’. 
 
8. Children assigned but informed: There are adults who work with children with some seriousness. The 
adults in this category decide on what needs to be done, but keep children well informed. They encourage 
children to be actively involved in the activities. They will guide children to implement the task, but do not 
expect children to input into the larger design of the process. 
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9. Children consulted and informed: Some adults believe in consulting children and keeping them involved. 
The adults take the lead role but inform the children about the situation and seek their opinion. They try to 
give children a sense of ownership over some aspects of the process, but under their supervision. The adults 
are still in control over the process, but they keep it flexible to incorporate the suggestions and concerns of 
the children. 
 
10. Adult initiated, shared decisions with children: There are adults who initiate a process or a 
programme, but are clearly willing to share the decision making space with the children. They see it as a 
collaborative interaction. Even though initiated by them, they make it a joint effort. Here too children and 
adults may take on different roles, yet those roles are defined by mutual consent. 
 
11. Children – initiated, shared decisions with adults: There are children and their organisations that call 
the first shot, and invite adults to collaborate with them. Children ensure that adults are jointly involved in 
deciding what needs to be done and share the ownership of the process and the outcome. Within the 
collaboration, children and adults may take on different roles, yet those roles are defined by mutual consent. 
 
12. Children initiated and directed: There are children and their organisations that are in total control and 
they may or may not involve the adults. If they do decide to involve the adults, they will work out the 
framework in which the adults are to participate. Children will continue to keep the process under their 
control and will have the total ownership of the process and the outcome.  
 
13. Jointly initiated and directed by children and adults: There are adults and children who have 
developed a partnership and they jointly initiate and direct the processes. They have joint ownership of the 
idea, the process and the outcome. They may play different roles, based on mutual consent. This relationship 
is possible only when both the adults and children are empowered and are able to pool their respective 
strengths to achieve a common objective, in partnership with each other. 


 
Taken from: Reddy, N. & K. Ratna (eds.) (2002) A Journey in Children’s Participation, The Concerned for 


Working Children, Bangalore, India. www.workingchild.org 
 
 
 






