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BACKGROUND 

Development practitioners are under increasing pressure to show results, to be accountable, and to gather and use new evidence to make operations more effective. Evaluation is a powerful tool for that. However, in order for “what we do”, as recorded and assessed in evaluations, to have any real societal impact, initiatives also need to spur, facilitate and adapt to learning and change processes in our own organisations, among our partners and at society at large. For that to happen, evaluation results need to be both relevant to, and enriched by, concrete experience and social interaction at these three levels of social aggregation. This puts new demands on adaptive management mechanisms to continuously adjust to new insights.

The learning function of evaluations, including more extensive societal interaction around evidence, has recently gained recognition as a vital complement to the more conventional control and accountability function. We need to make sure we are accountable not only to those who pay the bill, but also to those involved more broadly in the change processes we commit time and resources towards.

This raises numerous questions, such as: 

· How can the learning and social/organisational change function best be balanced with the control function of evaluation? 

· How can what we learn feed debate and change processes within our organisations, among partners and in society at large? What linkages exist between the different levels? 

· How can evidence from evaluations help spur national debate on policy options for development and motivate home-grown change processes?  

The purpose of this two-day expert meeting/workshop was to share some of the existing expertise and knowledge in this area in view of systematising and clarifying current thinking and practice, drawing on concrete examples. A second objective was to set up an informal network among workshop members, or sub-groups of common interest, to explore areas for future collaborations, proposals and joint initiatives across different thematic areas of development practice.
The workshop was attended by around 30 participants, including evaluation specialists, donor agency representatives, policy advisers and other development practitioners.  They presented cases and experiences from diverse fields, including health, ICTs, agriculture, rural development, internal knowledge sharing and organisational learning in development agencies (for full list of participants, see Annex II). 

SUMMARY OF WORKSHOP AND ‘FOLLOW UP’ STEPS
The workshop was divided into four sessions. 
Session one dealt with strengthening the evidence-base for learning and with interaction around knowledge. 

On behalf of Jim Woodhill, Irene Guijt presented lessons from the Australian Land Care movement. Due to the evidence of an environmental and rural crisis several groups in government and society were mobilised for societal and institutional change.

In the second presentation, Rob Vincent explored and discussed recent work in social theory about social change processes. Instead of assuming that social processes are a kind of logic planning, recent theories point to alternative understanding of change and the role of evidence.
Pat Norrish focussed on the question of evidence as a driver for learning. Her experiences show that learning processes take a long time to emerge. People have to gather their own evidence and prior knowledge and motivation determines the extent to which learning happens.

Neil Andersson, finally, explained the CIET methodology of Social Audit, which works along a 10-step approach to gather relevant data. Key is to let go of findings to enrich them with local views. Further the evidence is ‘socialised’ through advocacy networks, the mass media and key opinion makers who are trained to make sense of the evidence for local action.
Session two focussed on organisational learning and knowledge sharing.

Douglas Horton stressed the shift from evaluating results of capacity development programmes to understanding capacity development as a process, by which organizations strengthen their ability to identify and achieve goals. This has implications for organisational learning.
Irene Guijt introduced the concept of ‘adaptive management’. It is characterised by ‘incremental, experiential learning and decision-making’, based on active monitoring of, and feedback from the effects and outcomes of decisions. Instead of relying on a fixed state of variables, it relies on system resilience with a strong role of surprise events that challenges existing knowledge.

The DFID-experience of creating an enabling environment for organizational learning was presented by Jane Clark. A Knowledge Sharing Consultation Group was established to look into questions of knowledge sharing. Changes in culture, content, process and technology have to appear to create room for real knowledge sharing and learning.
Ole Jacob Hjøllund’s presentation was based on two spontaneous assertions: (1) the donor must be able to disregard ‘evidence’ and (2) the responsible individuals in donor-organisations must (sometimes) be able to act contrary to individual ‘knowledge’. The success of partnerships is more likely to depend on ‘with whom’ and ‘how’ they cooperate, rather than ‘what’ they set out to achieve. 

Session three focused on enhancing learning from evaluations and how it affects current evaluation practice.

Charlotte Carlsson started with a mapping of the broad field of evaluation practice and innovative methods to enhance learning function in policy and programme planning, at organisational level, and in society at large (societal learning). Communication processes are essential. It helps democratise the evaluation process and encourages a culture of transparency.

Bert van der Putte discussed the relation between organizations and evaluations. Both are expressions of a culture, so there should be consistency between the two. However in practice this is often not found.

Ibrahim Khadar presented a conceptual road-map for planning and evaluating development interventions. It is designed with organisational learning in mind and can be used by organizations that want to gain a better understanding of evaluation practice and the use of evaluation as a management and planning tool.
Katherine Morrow presented Bellanet’s learning approaches since its inception in 1995. After going through a series of bad instruments and failed attempts to set up the right mix of tools, lessons drawn from experiments along the way has helped the organization to come up with good internal mechanisms for learning. “Learning takes time!”

Session four explored the links between evidence-based communication and social change processes.

Andrew Chetley presented three stories focusing on communication, the difficulty of listening and the question whose voices and whose issues at the end are addressed. Social change is not a one-off activity. It is a continuous and iterative process for which the final outcome is impossible to predict.
Neil Ford described the UNICEF change taking up a new approach to communication in the case of preventing HIV/AIDS. The approach gives voice to the voiceless and let them participate in the facilitation and construction of action plans. Finally, this is paying off.

Ricardo Ramirez presented his involvement in an ICTs project in five remote aboriginal communities in Canada. The accounts of what people’s priorities were, and how they felt they could be achieved, were drawn from community workshops and shared on the internet. An approach which was appreciated by all stakeholders involved.

Finally Dylan Winder presented a livelihoods approach to information and communication which is building on existing strengths and opportunities. The aim is to improve both existing (traditional) communication technologies and to introduce, where appropriate, new technologies.
During session five concluding remarks and recommendations were discussed. A list of shifts characterising what was talked about was brought forward by Paul Engel. To further the topic of the workshop, follow-up activities were formulated.

· The set up of a discussion group (Rob Vincent, Katherine Morrow and Paul Engel)

· Gathering of nuggets (communication, evaluation, and learning) to be shared + names of contacts of ‘who else should participate’ in this discussion/Pelican Initiative, especially in the South (All).

· Production of a Policy Management Brief, building on the upcoming DAC Working Group meeting on the same topic in March, 2003 (ECDPM).

· Preparation of a special Communication Initiative “Drum Beat” issue on this topic (Exchange).

· Capacity.org-issue, October 2003, (ECDPM)

A suggested name for this initiative and an extended group interested in taking this work forward was informally suggested as the Pelican Initiative during follow-up discussions.   

SESSION 1: Strengthening the evidence-base for learning and interaction around knowledge
1.1 Lessons from the Australia Land Care movement and social learning

      Irene Guijt (on behalf of Jim Woodhill, IAC)

Social learning can be seen as a mechanism for participatory democracy and societal change, or as “a conscious and deliberate society wide process of adapting institutions and forms of social interaction in order to more effectively innovate and adapt in response to social and environmental change”. 

Australia’s Land Care movement emerged because of the evidence of the environmental and rural crisis (salinity, water quantity and quality, erosion, biodiversity decline and increasing age and difficulty for farmers) which mobilised different groups in government and society. 
Some of the mechanisms put in place included:  

· Institutional response: A lot was done institutionally. There was a considerable institutional change (some even commented that there was an overkill in the institutional response). Comment: important lesson is to learn from the economic response and how that affects institutions. Key features included: engagement of scientists, politicians, and business and community leaders. The intervention was based on building facilitation capacity and to foster active learning and understanding of the problem and needed response at all levels. 

· Impact:  Evidence that the learning worked, was noticeable in the high level of community mobilisation, a dramatically increased societal understanding of the problem, a multi-noded learning based response (not all was intentional initially) and in a significant institutional reform. Due to the magnitude of the problem, however, there was limited on-the-ground change. 

· Participatory fora / platforms: Various associations and committees were created at local, regional and national level. Worth noting is that farmers who became representatives of their groups in institutional fora, lost their links and ties with their origins. Over time they became less representative and less informed about the problems they were expected to represent. This was a danger to learning.  

· Framework for facilitating social learning: The framework for facilitating social learning consists of five elements. Four of them -- theoretical foundations, interactive learning processes, supportive institutions, and leadership capacity -- support the facilitation of social learning which is linked between the different elements. The most important element is the facilitation of leadership capacity, which is most often not recognised enough as an important element of the entire process. 

· Conditions for social learning: 1) appropriate forums and platforms, 2) clear mandates and legitimacy for the forum and process, 3) engagement of all key stakeholders, 4) incentives for participation, 5) integration with existing institutions and processes, 6) clear scope and boundaries for learning and change, 7) coordination between different scales, 8) effective facilitation and leadership, 9) utilise a diversity of methodologies, 10) establish and monitor performance questions and indicators, 11) consciousness of what social learning is and why it is needed, 12) overarching policy-paradigms are questioned.

Participants remarked that parallels could be drawn with the AIDS endemic, where evidence is abundant, but difficult to translate into action with considerable impact. Very often incentive structures are not set correctly and power relations are difficult to change. 

Another participant noted the need to facilitate leadership capacity in addition to institutional change, acknowledging the need for different types of leaders and leadership in different groups (economic field, institutions, communities) in order to use evidence effectively and to mobilise social change.

One of the challenges in the Land Care movement was “for bureaucrats to become facilitators of change processes”. However, the shift from being implementation managers and doing the jobs themselves, to process facilitators, could not be achieved in all cases.

Although a vast number of actors, both from public, private and socio-economic fields, were motivated to get involved in the process, there was an overall reluctance to tackle power questions.  A common feature was to deal with the symptoms rather than with the reasons behind them.

1.2 Power relations and theory: Whose evidence, who’s learning?

Rob Vincent, learning coordinator, Exchange

Rob Vincent discussed some recent work in social theory and the understanding of social change processes.  When talking about change processes and how to facilitate those, it is not enough to look at the individual level alone. Much ‘behaviour change’ work tended to assume that social processes are a kind of logic planning in microcosm. However, recent social theory in anthropology, psychology and complexity theory points to alternative understandings of change and the role of evidence.  

· Social life is complex, emergent and negotiated: 

· Social life may follow patterns described in recent chaos and complexity theories, such that local and global events produce emergent and unpredictable outcomes, through cascades of feedback.

· Linear models are predominant in development and the command and control approaches they use have to be abandoned (Samir Rihani, 2002). Instead development should focus on ensuring the freedom and capacity for action of local actors. 

· Certain ‘mobilising metaphors’ or symbols may galvanise people in ways that are not necessarily rational, democratic or transparent.

· Anthropological understandings of practice highlight the role of emotions, ‘embodied dispositions’ and ‘practical consciousness’ woven around the dominant symbols and practices in a given culture.

· In any social setting, power is involved in the construction of particular kinds of human subjects, institutions and symbols in ongoing ways.

· Evidence of good and healthy social processes would thus have to look at: local self-determination, breadth of participation, diversity, according to complex systems theory – allowing learning, adaptation and ultimately development.

· What makes people take up an idea or behaviour:

· Recent work in South Africa around the ‘myth’ of having sex with a virgin to cure HIV/AIDS shows how such ‘mobilising metaphors’ serve to mystify a range of social practices (in this case rooted in high levels of gender violence). In this way government in-action, unequal gender relations, serial child prostitution, and the influence of traditional healers, may all be suited by the prevalence of the ‘myth’. Any theme/idea or practice has to be understood in action and in a particular context.

· It is only by fine-grained understanding of how ideas and themes are mobilised by particular people with particular interests that we get a sense of how certain ideas can be challenged or supported. We might even see indicators as a particular case of ideas in practice, based on certain kinds of evidence. Yet evidence-based research is only one aspect of the larger picture of how social change ebbs and flows around the mobilising of meanings and symbols at many levels of social life.

· Double-edged character of participation:

· Recent critiques have highlighted the double-edged sward of so-called participation, drawing on the Foucauldian idea of “governmentality” (Foucault 1991, Rose 1999).  It draws the link between empowerment and cooption of local people into the agendas of the powerful (Cooke and Kothari, 2001). However, it depends on local circumstances – who participates in what, to what end and consequences. Questions of control of resources are also key questions.

· Awareness of the need to move beyond rigid indicators decided in abstract in advance, has lead to an emphasis on generating indicators with local people in a more participatory way. However, it is argued that the ‘project space’ constituted through participatory workshops remains an artificial creation with little real impact beyond its own narrow and often self-defined criteria of success (Maia Green, 2001).

· A critique of recent audits is “what is being assured is the quality of control systems rather than the quality of first order operations” (Power 1994:19). 

· The work on governmentality has criticised the logic planning model with indicators for its “coercive accountability” (Shore and Wright, 2001).

· Are indicators always coercive?

· A suggested way forward is to look for locally generated indicators that include the processes of communication rather than the details of particular projects (Warren Feek, Drumbeat 82).

· ‘Most Significant Change’ approach (Rick Davies) takes people’s stories and accounts of what was significant change for them, and adding rigour and validity checks. However, the selection process is not necessarily controlled by the supposed ‘beneficiaries’ of development.

· ‘Remote control’ is most apparent when the ultimate site of control is external. This calls for a mix of locally relevant and internationally valid indicators.

Discussion recognised that there was not an either/or between linear and more complex models, but that there may be important implications for effective development planning – how far could we plan change? Volker Hauck suggested examples of how decentralising worked, and highlighted the importance of letting go, a risk that many in the donor community found difficult. Rob Vincent suggested that current planning was too much a case of small numbers of people determining the future of much larger groups of people, whereas the implications of recent work on networks suggested that decision making needed to be made closer to the realities that were being managed. Another participant noted the fact that there were many ‘different worlds’ with different measures of results and realities. Rob Vincent suggested that complexity theories did tend to base things inappropriately on the individual, but that the anthropological work was precisely about understanding the process of construction and relationship between these ‘different worlds’.

1.3 Tracking the impact of evidence

Pat Norrish, independent consultant

Pat Norrish discussed the question “How much evidence do you need?” by describing her experience working on communication strategies for the improved uptake and impact of research outputs from DFIDs renewable natural resources (RNR) programmes. 

The assumption of the conference is that learning needs to be supported by evidence, but is evidence always the main, or only, driver for learning? And what kind of evidence, where and from whom? To provide a common framework for discussing this, the following definitions and statements on information, evidence, and knowledge were given:

•
‘Evidence... information (given personally or drawn from documents etc.) tending to establish fact’ (Concise Oxford Dictionary)

•
Information is what exists ‘out there’ beyond our senses; it lives in nature, in print, on hard disks, in the air…

•
Knowledge is that which exists ‘in here’ behind our eyeballs, sitting just above uncertainty.

•
Active engagement is needed to turn evidence into knowledge

•
Evidence cannot be used without prior knowledge

•
Evidence affects the heart as much as the head
• 
Human decision makers rarely behave like prescriptive models of rationality derived from tools such as cost benefit analysis.
As of 1993, there was a push from DFID on natural resource scientists to do their work differently, focusing on the uptake of research results. DFID commissioned research on uptake and impact from social scientists and statements on the responsibilities of programme managers and project leaders appeared in the official documents. However, the ‘pull’ to continue as before was strong. Scientists believed their job was research, it was someone else’s to link it to development targets and to promote it, and their reward came from peer reviewed papers. Little changed over the next few years despite of the weight of evidence that changes were needed. This evidence included:

1.
Existing material on communication in development (copious amounts).
2.
Research on uptake, communication and dissemination, poor peoples information systems commissioned by other sectors of DFID.  

3.
Research/Reviews/Practice Guidelines commissioned by DFID specifically to inform the RNRR Programme Managers (more than ten substantial studies).
Changes started to occur from around the end of the nineties, but the role of the evidence listed above in these changes is unclear. Recent communication with those managers whose programmes have been changing most rapidly suggests that the main trigger has been an extra hard push from DFID as the end of the current funding round approaches its end ( 2005). Programmes must be able to demonstrate development impact. This appears to have pushed them to commission their own research into uptake and impact, to hold workshops and to bring in taskforces to come up with solutions which are tailored to individual programme needs.

The important element of the new approach was that the different groups (scientists and communication specialists) started to talk to each other and work together – there was a motivation behind the research to make use of it. Previous evidence has been fed into this process through the involvement of those who carried out some of the work.

The process shows how long it takes before learning happens and the need for people to gather their own evidence. Prior knowledge and motivation from the operational level determines the extent to which learning happens, as well as the extent to which learning and change is driven by external ‘threats’.

1.4 CIET social audits and socialising evidence for participatory action (SEPA)  

      Neil Andersson, executive director of the CIET International

Neil Andersson explained the CIET methodology of Social Audit, which works along a 10-step approach to gather relevant local data that can be used for social action and planning:

1) Getting the facts about outcomes, using four levels of indicators. 
- Level 0: indicators of percentages and averages; 
- Level 1: indicators of relative risk estimates, showing strength of association between outcome and actionable factors; 
- Level 2 indicators expressing gains from a given action, taking effects of other factors into account; 
- Level 3 indicators showing gains expected from combined actions with additive or multiplying effects; 
- Level 4 indicators of gains that could be achieved with partial investment.

2) Assessment of resources (human and financial) and programmes in place.
3) Building capacity to use evidence.
4) CIET work-shopping of preliminary findings in multi-stakeholder fora.
5) Evidence-based training for stakeholders.
6) Mass-dissemination of findings (using long-term media partnerships).
7) Assessment of changes.
8) Technology transfer.
9) Horizontal integration (sharing of lessons between districts/departments).
10) Vertical integration, strengthening two-way information flows between service providers and beneficiaries.

He stressed the importance of making the loop from the gathering and analyses of evidence (steps 1 to 3), to enriching the evidence with local views and feeding back and disseminating of knowledge to the providers and users through a series of workshops and training sessions (steps 4 to 6) and the assessment of change (step 7). The final steps deal with the transfer of the audit technology and its horizontal and vertical integration (steps 8-10).  

Key here is to let go of findings, enrich them with local views and socialise evidence by feeding them to advocacy networks, the media and key informants who can use and make sense of the evidence for local action.  It means completing the loop from data gathering to feedback for policy, planning and local action in a timely manner and on an ongoing basis to spur debate and ensure accountability of planners and donors to beneficiaries.

One of the lessons stressed by CIET is to lower the centre of gravity of deciding on what works in development cooperation, and what the gains are for interventions based on four levels of indicators. Level 0 indicators are what is usually recorded in evaluations, but the data is too superficial or only descriptive to determine causal linkages and best options for interventions. Using applied epidemiology as the backbone of the methodology, a much more nuanced and complex picture of local conditions and points for action emerges which can spur local leadership and initiatives if communicated back to those concerned with the problem at ground level. 

Questioned whether donors are willing to fund this feedback and “socialising” loop in addition to the data gathering and analysis, Neil Andersson said that there is a shift taking place. A common feature so far was that donors have been insisting on indicators and on accountability to them. With a number of donors working along new approaches, CIET sees a slow change of this practice. Some donors have started to fund measures that also aim to support accountability to the communities and the social change processes they are engaged in. This puts new demands on letting go of findings (transparency), encouraging multi-stakeholder debate around evaluation results, and opening up for scrutiny in a completely different way.

 (See also Social audits: Fostering Accountability to Local Constituencies, in Capacity.org, issue no. 15)

SESSION 2: Organisational learning and knowledge sharing

2.1  Evaluation, learning and capacity development: Experiences in Africa, Asia and Latin America

Douglas Horton, ISNAR

Douglas Horton presented a series of evaluation studies from six countries (Cuba, Nicaragua, Ghana, Bangladesh, Vietnam, Philippines). Underlying these studies is an important shift in thinking: From evaluating results of capacity development programmes to understanding capacity development as a process by which , individuals, groups or organizations strengthen their ability to identify and achieve goals. 

Organisational capacity development involves organisational changes that potentially improve performance (efficiency, effectiveness, relevance and financial sustainability). This is different from individual learning. Donors, however, operate mostly at project level, not at organisational level. 

The most common use of evaluation findings is usually ‘process use’, i.e. all use of findings comes from involvement in the process (which also limits the number of learners).

Levels at which capacity development takes place can be divided into:

· Macro level: national institutions

· Meso level: organisation

· Micro level: project team and individual

Overall capacity of an organisation consists of resources and capacities: physical resources, financial resources, human capacities and organisational capacities. The human and organisational capacities are crucial to an organisation’s performance and make up the “social capital” of an organisation.

Some implications for organisational capacity development are:

· Organisational learning goes far beyond individual capacity development.
· Focus on developing organizational capacities, beyond developing individual capacities. 
· “Soft capacities” are increasingly important (vs. “hard capacities” emphasised in the past).
· Learning requires involvement.
· International development agencies need to assess their own capacity to foster capacity development in the South.

· We need to communicate what we have learned. 

Discussions among workshop participants touched on how to integrate capacity development of network management and how to make donors more responsive to learning from evaluation findings. The need to link the evaluation process to the planning process was stressed, and to network in terms of joint evaluations. Although there may be advantages to having an independent evaluation unit, some donor agencies pointed out it has decreased their influence. 

Another dilemma is that the evaluation and capacity development expertise is still focused at project level whilst an increasing number of donors are shifting to programme and budget support. There is thus a need for a new type of evaluation professional who is also a facilitator of a broader, ongoing multi-stakeholder led process.

2.2 Feedback mechanisms for learning: The heart of adaptive management

Irene Guijt, Learning by Design

Irene Guijt introduced the concept of adaptive management by asking: What are feedback mechanisms for learning? How does adaptive management view these mechanisms? What are the elements to consider when explicitly designing them?

Learning is selective and conditioned on incentives and disincentives such as: 

· Relative importance and urgency of experienced problem

· Direct involvement with (and interest in) problem

· Complexity, tangibility and extent to which it can be tested

· Clarity about the nature of the problem

· Perceived social consequences and risks associated with options that emerge

· Social and organisational space

· Resources and safe space for experiential learning

Adaptive management is based on “incremental, experiential learning and decision-making” based on active monitoring of, and feedback from the effects and outcomes of decisions. Instead of relying on a fixed state of variables, it relies on system resilience with a strong role of surprise events that challenges existing knowledge. Taking into account “unpredicted and unexpected” actions/events is something that usually sits uneasily with the conventional role of project managers who are responsible for ensuring a set result.

Adaptive management uses ongoing monitoring that is indicator-driven, embedded in scientific methods and uses data from multiple sites and a good baseline.  Some limits are that it is time consuming and remains mainly hypothetical. There is also non-neutrality of scientists and difficulty of achieving agreement on what merits experimentation and therefore monitoring. Limited insights exist on collaborative monitoring using this approach. 

Critical is to allow for a variety in feedback mechanisms, each with its own contribution, time frame, degree of rigour, link to decision-making, degree of ‘collectiveness’ and depth of analysis. These feedback mechanisms need to capture more than just progress with plans and the context. 

Another vital aspect is to test scientifically derived conclusions at ‘sense-making forums’ and platforms with multi-stakeholder participation. Explicit attention is needed to design mechanisms that can provide and make sense of information for a range of different functions critical for social learning, and not leaving it to “learning by accident”.  A system of feedback needs constant updating in terms of what, who, why, and how questions.

One workshop participant noted that “if we focus on learning, the difference between evaluation and monitoring begins to disappear”. Another participant stressed the need of proper investment in “reflective spaces” and sense-making fora.  However, this could also be seen as a challenge for many donor agencies as they would have to “let go” of their findings and have them debated.  Another remark was that organizations rarely have their own reflective spaces and that this is needed to bring in “organizations as actors” in making sense of evaluation results.  This was seen as a critical link between organisational learning and social/society-wide learning.

2.3  The enabling environment for organisational learning: the DFID experience

Jane Clark, head of the Sustainable Livelihoods Support Office of DFID Rural Livelihoods Department

Jane Clark presented DFID’s experience in moving from narrow sectoral tools for knowledge sharing and generation to thematic networks for learning. 

Before the initiative to reorganise, nobody knew how much DFID was spending on knowledge generation and there were weak incentives in the policy department to take evaluation results onboard.  A Knowledge Sharing Consultation Group was established to look into some of these issues, starting with: what does knowledge sharing look like in the policy department now, what do we want it to look like in 2003/4, and where do we want to be in 2010.  A laborious process started on “how do we get there”. 

To answer the first question (what does knowledge sharing look like today), culture, content, process and technology were considered. Culturally, many disincentives to learning were found such as competitive teams/individuals rather than a more cross-team sharing. Further an internal view of things existed, rather than external checks on how to increase performance. Content-wise it was a matter of expanding a very narrow and sectoral view on issues to more cross-sectoral teams and working groups. A more strategic process around knowledge sharing was perceived to be lacking and resulted in a newly appointed Director of Information and a couple of commissioned studies. Technology was inefficiently used for the purpose of knowledge sharing with a focus predominantly on “information” as opposed to “knowledge”. 

Issues emerged around costs (unknown amount of what investment was needed), leadership, coordination, how to move things forward, increase incentive structures and resource allocation across sectoral groups. 

The vision for 2003/4 was determined: “to link ideas and knowledge with those who will benefit in a way in which they can use it.” This called for a more coordinated approach with engagement of senior management in mainstreaming it across sectors. There is a new emphasis on innovation, rather than purely control, and it encourages multidisciplinary interaction between DFID and its partners. 

There was a greater appreciation needed of the methods, processes and complexity of issues, and involvement of the Human Resources department to look at skills enhancement in this area along with tools and incentives. Evidence and experience from country and regional offices also needed to be better captured. Group and team-based technology was introduced to support innovation and inter-personal and informal sharing between and across team members. 

Consultations with staff showed the need to improve appreciation of methods of knowledge sharing and learning. A confusion over terms applied, lack of linkages into organisational strategy and a lack of champions for learning work. 

Some lessons that emerged are that knowledge is shared differently in four distinct work environments: process (methodologies, standards), network (alliances, teamwork), systems (automate, standard packages) and competence (apprenticeships, experts).  It also varies in relation to the operating mode in these environments, the degree of collaboration vs. individual work, or the degree of routine involved vs. high level of judgement.  Knowledge sharing is not just about cataloguing info; it is about connecting people and ideas and transforming information, via knowledge sharing to learning. 

However, new ways of working, new alliances, new champions also imply some radical shifts in politics and power relationships and management performance issues. This is therefore a long-term process with many hurdles to overcome before a “learning culture” is in place.

2.4 Capacity development – the donor as a partner

Ole Jacob Hjøllund, Evaluation Adviser, Danida

The presentation of Ole Jacob Hjøllund referred to his background-paper, which was focussed on the issue of capacity development and the role of donor agencies in partnerships. However his presentation was based on two spontaneous assertions: 1) the donor must be able to disregard “evidence”, and 2) the responsible individuals in donor-organisations must (sometimes) be able to act contrary to individual “knowledge”.  

When donors enter into partnerships, the success is more likely to depend on “with whom” and “how” they cooperate, rather than “what” they set out to achieve. Thus “partnerships” must (at least initially) be based far more on elusive “trust” between partners than what meets the eye in “Project Documents” or evaluation reports. This is a crucial perspective to maintain when talking about the evidence base for communication. In particular, this perspective calls for enhanced clarity in donors’ assessment of the institutional (capacity) context of individual endeavours – the analyses that might inform the choice and prioritisation of national partners to be approached in multi-partner programmes. He pointed out that the development of feasible methods in this field constitutes a problem in two senses: First of all, there are few analytical tools proposed in current donor-literature, and secondly the nature of such analyses can and should not be anticipated as scientifically based on “evidence”. Rather than discrete analysis at any specific point in time, the donors must enhance their capabilities for continuous learning, and apply techniques that enable the inclusion of partners and stakeholders as the primary sources of information on changing opportunities and institutional capacity constraints.

The point of departure for his intervention and background note was the question:  “Bilateral donor-agencies are not just funding agencies – or are they?”  It summarises a number of points:

· Capacity development calls for adoption and adaptation of different managerial principles, concepts and tools. Donors are however generally slow to include and exploit lessons learned by other organisations.

· In relation to ODA, there are many different relevant and reasonable agendas and discourses related to capacity development. Few are however possible to trace back to solid, new knowledge and experience from the field.

· Development trends within the donor community (like a shift towards budget support) tend to overtake evaluation evidence as the driver of strategic changes. 

· There is a strong undercurrent of rationalistic planning ambitions in the “business” of ODA despite repeated warnings against the “blue-print approaches” often stated in evaluation reports. This need to be replaced with a more “organic approach” to development, which in turn needs further methodological development by evaluators if it is to be reflected and assessed in the evaluations that are carried out. 

He concluded that – to the extent we stand by the pledges for assistance to endogenous capacity development – donor agencies are never just funding organizations. The option of using evaluations for “conceptional development” of ongoing ODA-discourses may be the single most important aspect of obtaining organisational learning through evaluations, and actually holds the promises of radical changes of the donor role.  

Discussions after the presentation centered on the need to allow for failure in order to learn, and how this is rarely allowed in this sector, especially among donor agencies because of the political risk involved. 

SESSION 3: Enhancing learning from evaluations: How does it affect current evaluation practice? 

3.1 Enhancing learning from evaluations: Approaches, dilemmas and possible ways forward

Charlotte Carlsson, ECDPM

Charlotte Carlsson delivered an introductory presentation reviewing current innovative evaluation approaches and dilemmas for enhancing learning, drawn from the background paper (Enhancing learning from evaluations: Approaches dilemmas and possible ways forward, P. Engel/C. Carlsson, 2002).  She set the scene of new challenges on traditional evaluation practice with the shift from project to programme logic and a shift away from donor-centric to people-centered approaches to monitoring.  There is a need for more systematically gathered locally relevant data to feed into national frameworks, starting at the local level. Evaluation evidence can also help spur national debate on donor policies and priorities in consultations around Country Strategy Programmes under the Cotonou Agreement and in the PRSPs. 

This would mean that the number of learners would have to increase. Current findings show that those who learn from evaluations are usually limited to those who commission the evaluation and a small circle of people directly involved in project implementation.  It is much rarer that evaluation results get into the public domain or are picked up by advocacy groups within civil society. The paper looks at three entry points for enhanced learning: in policy and programme planning, at organisational level, and in society at large (societal learning).  

At each level, communication processes are essential. Wider communication in the design and dissemination phase of evaluations helps democratise the process and encourages a culture of transparency into the “evaluation ideology” of expert-led assessment and advice.  It also means letting go of findings and messages that come out of the evaluation to let stakeholders and communities attach values and make sense of it, so that they can act on it (e.g. for advocacy purposes or to press for accountability). Media partnerships over a longer period are vital in this regard as they have a natural way of translating findings into the cultural and political context that concerns their readers. It also means beneficiaries and key informants that partake in the evaluation process are empowered as their opinions are more widely heard as a result of participating with their time and knowledge. 

The political incentive for policy-makers to take evaluation results onboard must be well understood to ensure that findings are adopted. Charlotte Carlsson quoted an example of a CIET social audit on service delivery in Pakistan where local government officials were encouraged to announce evaluation results together with targets and action plans for a “better score” in the audit the following year. What could have been seen as politically sensitive information was in this way, and together with media buy-in, turned into a political tool for embracing the – not always flattering – evaluation of their services. With the monitoring process happening in several districts simultaneously, the media published and compared different district plans, thus increasing the transparency and public debate as a direct consequence of evaluation findings.

Jane Clarke enquired whether donors’ ways of working were incorporated into the findings and recommendations of many evaluations. The subsequent discussion suggested that donors are increasingly accepting open criticism of working practice, but it is rare that donors evaluate their own working practices. 

Paul Engel raised the issue that performance based assessment by its nature is different from log frame benchmarking. The benchmarking approaches adopted in the private sector for example are far more varied and adaptable to changing circumstances than the current log frame approach. 

True Schedvin highlighted the importance of the role and status of the evaluation unit and also the understanding of its role and the evaluation instrument within the organisation. She meant that the unit’s possibilities to work effectively and efficiently with learning much depends on where the unit is placed within the organisation, i.e. how its independence is assured while at the same time assuring that the unit is not marginalised. Influence and acceptability of findings might be stronger from an inside unit, whilst independence and objectivity from an outside organisation can be seen as preferable in terms of accountability and transparency.
3.2 Organisational conditions for learning from evaluations

Bert van der Putte, evaluation consultant
Bert van der Putte discussed the relation between organisations and evaluations. He drew his presentation on work with MSF Netherlands and ten different studies carried out with the Active Network of Humanitarian Aid Organisations.

The underlying thesis of his presentation was based on the following elements:

· Evaluation is a management instrument. 

· Evaluation and organisation are expressions of culture. The dominant culture in evaluations is the North Western European or North American culture.  There should therefore be a consistency between the two: evaluation and how we perceive organisations (transparent, managed on performance).

· This is not found in practice.

Evaluation may be an ideology of how organisations should function. However, it is not in the culture of civil servants within ministries. Instead, evaluation in development cooperation is focused on vertical use of findings with very little learning by field staff and middle management. 

The use of evaluation results are conditioned by characteristics and the quality of the evaluation and the reputation of the evaluator. 

Characteristics that affect take up of evaluation results include:

· Clearly assign responsibilities

· Owner/guardian/facilitator of learning – where does the evaluation report go?

· Establish processes for follow-up

· Clear structure and mandatory link to learning processes

· Informal interest groups and formal capacity building to use evaluation results

· Clear link to planning and decision making (results based management)

· Promote a learning culture

· Attitudes of senior management

· Make effective and visible use of evaluation findings

· Facilitate horizontal learning

· Self evaluation and internal evaluation

Ibrahim Khadar commented that there is generally a very low level of awareness and knowledge of evaluations and how they are carried out within the organisations, and for this reason, most evaluations are not so effective.

Commenting on the concept of “evaluation as ritual and ideology”, Doug Horton said that evaluations of organisations often are used as “frustrated PR instruments”.  They are used when scepticism against the organisation increases to demonstrate impact, not necessarily to be self-critical and to learn how to improve performance. 
Paul Engel raised the question around “whose ideology and whose ownership”?  Rather than the traditional upward accountability to donors, he mentioned the example of a Norwegian development education initiative, which is being evaluated by southern evaluators.  This is an example of turning the ideology upside down by asking “accountable to whom?”

3.3 Road map for performance and impact evaluations

Ibrahim Khadar, CTA

Ibrahim Khadar presented his work on performance impact pathways, (a conceptual road-map) for planning and evaluating development interventions.  The road-map has been developed as a tool for organisations that want to gain a better understanding of evaluation practice and the use of evaluation as a management and planning tool. It is designed with organisational learning in mind.

The road-map has several important characteristics:

· it provides the key elements (or signposts) around which specific evaluation frameworks (or routes) can be derived;
· it helps make evaluation frameworks more realistic by highlighting the options (i.e., the choices and limitations) to be taken into account when designing an evaluation exercise;

· it treats performance and impact evaluation as separate, albeit interrelated, types of evaluation;

· it recognises the complex, non-linear relationships between evaluation indicators.

· it is a comprehensive multi-dimensional road map, built around five key elements –  evaluation type, evaluation scope and focus, performance-impact space and evaluation methods – that are interrelated both vertically and  horizontally; 

· it is neither a method nor a framework per se;

· it provides a relatively simple visual representation of the key evaluation concepts in a single diagram, rather than through several fragmented descriptions or illustrations.

A key aspect of the conceptual road-map, acknowledged by participants, was the link it provided between the choice of evaluation method and the type, focus, and scope of the evaluation envisaged. It was recommended that the road map model should be modified to feature the involvement of stakeholders in evaluation planning and implementation. 

3.4 A review of different learning approaches of Bellanet

Katherine Morrow, Bellanet

Drawing on the experience of Bellanet’s learning approaches over its inception in 1995, Katherine Morrow summarised the challenges for an organisation to transform into a “learning” organisation, using a variety of monitoring and evaluation tools.

Central questions were: How do organisations learn to learn? How to measure impact of ICT projects like the ones Bellanet carries out?

Some of the lessons that emerged were:

· A series of accountability-style surveys in the first two years of operations led to a well-organised secretariat and the perceived need to systematise files.

· 1997 - The Lanfranco Framework was introduced, consisting of a meta-level conceptual framework for evaluating projects involving ICTs.  However, due to the complexity of the system the lesson was “learning is scary”. 

· A database of “lessons learned” was established with carrots and sticks for input. However, once lessons were entered, it was never really used. Lesson: “learning is painful”.

· In 2000, an evaluation strategy was designed, influenced by the IDRC approach of outcome mapping, and monitoring using performance indicators started. An annual report was published and positive changes started to take place, such as a good and effective filing system. Lesson: The approach was successful, as it was consistent with the corporate culture. Also, “learning is mysterious”. 

· ICT Impact Assessment Framework (ICT-IAF): In 2001 there was a need to focus on impact.  Building on the Meta-Level Conceptual Framework for Evaluating the Impact of ICTs (Lanfranco 1997), the ICT-IAF provides a conceptual framework for gathering and recording information relevant to the study of the impacts of ICTs, as well as a knowledge-sharing application to support evaluation planning. Lesson: “this makes Knowledge Management look easy”.  However, it is not easy and there is no guarantee it is taken onboard for learning. 

· What’s working to date are: accountability structures, (continue to streamline, merge with performance),  simple performance monitoring, Knowledge Management: After Action Review, Peer Assist, recognition of tacit knowledge, building of community

· Bellanet’s evaluation goals: Performance/accountability, learning, measuring impact.  After going through a series of bad instruments and failed attempts to set up the right mix of tools to achieve these evaluation goals in the past, lessons drawn from experiments along the way has helped the organisation to come up with good internal mechanisms for learning.  Lesson: “learning takes time”. 

SESSION 4: Societal learning: Exploring the links between evidence-based communications and social change processes

4.1 Towards communication that works – unpredictable outcomes

Andrew Chetley, Exchange
Andrew Chetley presented three stories:
Story 1

In preparation for a workshop held in Kenya on communication strategies for health-related civil society organizations involved in PRSP consultations, I was reviewing a Dutch TV documentary that examined the way a World Bank led team undertook a PRSP review in Uganda. I identified several incidents in the documentary that I thought were illustrative of the communication process. In one clip, a World Bank researcher was making a visit to a series of villages in the rural areas. In one such a village, the researcher asked a very poor woman, standing outside her small, mud and stick house, how she would define poverty. 

The woman looked at the researcher in disbelief, gestured around her and shook her head, and walked away. She was communicating something that is very difficult to convey in words.  She was communicating about a living context that affected her profoundly, about a cultural context, about power dynamics and gender issues. 'Define it?' she was saying through her gesture. 'I don't need to define it. I am living it. Poverty is my reality.

I am using this story to introduce a definition of communication as we highlight on the Exchange website: 'a process of partnership that is based on two-way dialogue (….).

And my first question is: does that definition resonate with you, does it reflect your realities, does it challenge how you perceive communication, and do you have your own reality of communication that does not easily lend itself to definition?

Story 2

About two people named Jerry. Jerry Sternin, working for Save the Children in Vietnam and one who worked for many years in Trinidad, Gerry Pantin.

Sternin makes the point that social and organisational change can't be imported from the outside. It needs to grow from the inside. Where are the points of ‘positive deviance' that can be built on? And the starting point for this is to be prepared to listen.

This approach is echoed by Gerry Pantin, a priest in Trinidad, whose lifetime work revolved around listening to the people in the poor communities he was working. He once said: 'you listen until you are tired of listening and then you listen some more.' You listen to the issues that concern them and you work with those and with them together to find ways of improving the situations.

And my question is: ' how difficult is it to listen?' Is listening a skill that is taught? Can we develop some strategies to encourage more listening as part of effective communication?

Story 3

From a village health worker from Nepal, who stood before a group of 1500 people from 92 countries at the first People's Health Assembly in Bangladesh to enact the plight of a young woman who was typical of many she worked with in her village. The woman was in bonded labour and had no food or money. Her husband had died. To ensure her child was fed, she would have to offer her in bonded labour. How could she put her daughter through the misery that she herself had faced all her life? Her final cry was 'God help me or let me die'.

The facilitator of that session said that this story reflected the situation of millions of women in Asia and highlighted the gender inequality of poverty and ill health. 'We are recognising that this is a global phenomenon and therefore the response needs to be global. We need to address the issue of power and look at how power affects the lives of people.

And I use this story because it illustrates the depth of analysis that exists about the social and political determinants of poverty and ill health. This underlines the complexity of the communication challenge we face if we are interested in social change. And it illustrates the impossibility of using a behaviour change communication approach in a situation like this. It raises questions about whose voices are heard in public health debates, whose issues are addressed. My question is: 'are we ready to take on this challenge? Are we ready to explore approaches to health communication that offers a more holistic, a more nuanced, a more diverse approach?

My final point: 'local and global events produce emergent and unpredictable outcomes, through cascades of feedback.' Social change is not a one-off activity. It involves communication, learning and monitoring and evaluation. And it is continuous, at its best, an iterative process for which the final outcome is impossible to predict. 

Paul Engel put forward the question why people have two ears and only one mouth. It is because listening is so much harder than talking.

Ricardo Ramirez: the first set of questions, have you used these to get people to reflect on what communication is? 
Andrew Chetley: Yes in workshops, when we try to find out what we are talking about. Initial definitions start with transmission, without dialogue – gradually people discover things themselves and move to a more process oriented approach of communication. 

Jane Clark: I want to reflect a moment on experiences within DFID. Communication often means producing glossy magazines. If we did reflect more on this angle of communication, a whole new world would open up. If we really took these questions seriously it would move us forward on quite a few fronts.

Dylan Winder: what struck me was the strategy to improve learning. We try to convince the poor about strategies, but how to make decision-makers learn?

Andrew Chetley: decision-makers talk in jargon. If it is more direct, it makes most decision-makers feel uncomfortable, as they realise they cannot deal with the decision today.

4.2 Communication from a Human Rights perspective: Responding to the HIV/AIDS pandemic in Eastern and Southern Africa

Neil Ford, UNICEF

UNICEF in partnership with John Hopkins University developed behaviour change programmes, which were successfully in polio eradication across the world. Starting with the baseline, a group of experts developed a set of improved behaviours and when known developed messages to encourage adoption. They used pre-test messages for understanding and cultural appropriateness and revised the message if needed and delivered it in campaign. With preventing polio it is working. But changes for polio immunisation are relatively simple. You need a mother to allow two drops of liquid into a child's mouth. It is easy if everyone is mobilised to track down children. 

On this dominant paradigm, based on the work of Rogers in the 60's, lots of manuals and university courses exist. But it is not working for HIV/AIDS. Social barriers prevent action on messages in the much more complex area of HIV/AIDS. In Nairobi, there are now 300.000 street kids, mainly HIV orphans, who have sophisticated survival mechanisms and multiple sexual partners every night. In any town in South and East Africa you can see 20/30 guys sitting around, school leavers with no job, no prospect, no sense of self worth and future. An appeal to spend money on condoms does not work. It makes no impact on the reality of their lives. 4 Million dollars were spent on Sarah comic books and videos to encourage girls to have no sugar dads or sex with older men. They encourage them to stay in school. Ironically lots of the girls do have sugar dads to stay in school. How do we expect the readers of our comics to respond to our message when we have failed to understand their lives? The Luo in Uganda have the practice of wife-inheritance, a form of being socially benevolent, but it is a highway to infection. Prescribed messages have little relevance. And UNICEF knew this, but had a hard time kicking out this paradigm. Groups of UNICEF are now taking a new three-step approach to communication. 

· Step 1: to give a voice to the voiceless and find way for marginalised to express their reality.

· Step 2: to facilitate community conversations and construction of action plans, with the formerly voiceless participating.

· Step 3: to build channels of communication with governments and donor agencies so that they can support the action plans developed by the communities themselves.
An example of this strategy comes from Tanzania, where UNICEF has established village-level theatre groups for marginalised youth, in order to explore community issues such as HIV/AIDS. After training in participatory theatre techniques, the young people produce plays on social practices in their villages. They perform the plays for the community, then lead discussion on the social issues that are raised, giving them a voice in village affairs and a sense of self-esteem which often leads to changes in their behaviour. The plays also start a spontaneous process of change for other community members. The young people, for example, acted out the community's free sexual behaviour at ngomas or traditional dances, leading to extensive community discussion about the potential danger of this practice.  As a result of the plays and discussion, communities have passed by-laws on the timing and duration of ngomas, and also ensured that condoms are available at them.
Paul Engel: the complexity of management within agriculture meant the death of the SMRC model. It is interesting that when society challenges become complex, then there is a chance for new models. First the other models had to fail.

Neil Ford: people do what they can. In response to HIV and food insecurity, they handed out pamphlets; they had to be challenged to think about effectiveness. It is an entrenched way of thinking about communication.
4.3 Learning and ownership: Two ingredients for tracking the impact of information and communication technologies (ICTs) in community development
Ricardo Ramirez, University of Guelph
Ricardo described his involvement in this project, trying to track the impact of ICTs in five remote aboriginal communities in Northwestern Ontario, Canada, a region of low population density. It was a complex and dynamic situation involving multiple stakeholders, a range of technical and infrastructural inputs, and no common language. It was also a context in which a number of existing projects were supported by Canadian agencies where the linking or continuity among them depends on the communities' capacity to harness each project and make them all work towards their own needs. The networks between policy makers and those they trusted on the ground were not often understood, making it difficult to make explicit the processes by which policy makers learn. In this setting a ‘policy information reception model’ was inadequate.
In many ways Ricardo was talking on behalf of three learning groups he was working for – those working at community level, the policy makers and those researching the setting. These different groups brought their own understandings and models of what ‘learning’ and change might look like. ICTs complicated even further the different languages and approaches and their possible mismatch. A soft-systems approach was used to see who ‘owned’ the problem and how it was dealt with.

In a number of community workshops the facilitators engaged the community in exploring what they wanted to accomplish with regards to improved health, education, local government and economic development. The accounts of what people’s priorities were, and how they felt they could be achieved, were drawn from these workshops and shared on internet (www.smart.knet.ca). This was an approach that those working from a Results Based Management perspective appreciated, as did policy makers. These efforts constitute the beginning, and much work still needs to happen to turn them into practical actions in the community. It is also too soon to tell whether the indicators proposed by the community will become the ones that all stakeholders agree on to track impact.

This raised a number of questions about who owns evaluation, and some guiding questions:

· When are the ‘Moments of truth’ (Carlzon, 1987) to influence design?

· What combination of communication methods and media?

· How to demystifying policy-making?

· Who is a decision-maker?

· What change processes matter?

Finally, Ricardo added that we do not always make decisions on investments or new ideas based on hard data. Society often reaches agreement on some investments that are expected to yield benefits, even though there are no hard numbers to demonstrate their potential. The following quote illustrates this point:

"People don't build bridges by counting the number of people who swim across the river ahead of time". In other words, evaluation is not always based on a baseline of hard data, but rather on the notion of a perceived benefit. In these situations, the importance of documenting qualitative accomplishments (using different media creatively) could take on a more central role.

Paul Engel suggested that there was a ‘supply-side’ bias, and the danger of not taking seriously enough the social processes of networking that most ICT projects were superimposed on. Ricardo noted that the introduction of inappropriate infrastructure could also actually damage local initiatives: telecentres were being parachuted in where it may be more strategic to begin with strengthening the existing ‘phone culture’. This might often be a village store, and in this way linking with the private sector was vital. 

Discussion then touched on evaluation: Ole Jacob Hjøllund suggested that a quiet revolution was needed among donors to make sure evaluation produced critical lessons for future work; Neil Ford noted that change at UNICEF was not evaluation driven but more a gut reaction of programmers that was counter to the dominant paradigm; Bert van der Putte noted that evaluation was often usefully used to redefine retrospectively the problem you are trying to address. Ricardo noted that in the Canadian case, there was no specific evaluation protocol – it changed every year – they did a lot of tracking and the ownership was evolving, but no-one was saying don’t do this or that, as no-one was sure of the best approach.

4.4 Evidence-based communications for livelihoods

Dylan Winder, Communications Manager Rural Livelihoods Department, DFID
The presentation was based on a recent study with FAO and ODI, aiming to give FAO a more strategic approach to rural information systems. This work aimed to:

· Facilitate the acquisition and exchange of information by poor people necessary for developing livelihood strategies

· Improve communication within and between the institutions responsible for making decisions that affect livelihood options

· Empower poor communities to participate in the decision-making process.
Dylan drew on a range of international case studies to illustrate some of the questions raised (please see PowerPoint presentation for extended details).

The livelihoods approach to information and communication builds on existing strengths and opportunities, through participatory information needs assessment, building capacity and strengthen partnerships. The aim is to both improve existing face-to-face and other traditional communication technologies, and introduce new technologies where appropriate to enhance and complement existing systems. In this way the profile of rural information needs depends on the sources, availability and cost of a variety of technical inputs and access issues including the respective roles of a range of stakeholders and institutions.

Strengthening existing information systems in a way that contributes to poverty elimination means dealing adequately with issues of: 

· Determine who should pay

· Ensure equitable access

· Promote local content

· Build on existing systems

· Build capacity

· Use realistic technologies

· Build knowledge partnerships

In the area of funding, privatisation is a predominant trend, but the private sector won’t pay for information and communication services in poor areas. Some rural information services (e.g. radio, mobile telecoms) can generate income, and alternatives may be public-private partnerships, voucher schemes, group ownership etc. However, much more evidence is needed in this area.

Ensuring equitable access means making sure the right information is available in the right format for poor people. Using realistic technologies and enhancing existing systems is important, and there are many small-scale examples, which could be expanded and ‘upscaled’. At the same time, the Internet has the potential to allow new ‘Knowledge partnerships’. A World Bank case study from East Africa illustrated the centrality of farmers in existing local knowledge networks and the role of advisors/facilitators to help identify problems in the context of local conditions. Conversely, a case study from Nicaragua highlighted the lack of existing information and knowledge flows and fragmented organisational landscape. Here the World Bank Agricultural Technology Programme provided the institutional framework for coherence and collaboration. Lessons from the case study included the fact that most agricultural information was still transmitted orally, and that there was still a need for impact studies and the development of a communication strategy.

When considering Information Communication Technologies (ICTs), again issues of appropriateness are to the fore. DFID defines ICTs as technologies that facilitate communication and the processing and transmission of information by electronic means (radio, TV, telephones, computers and internet). DFID prefers to use the term ICD (Information and Communications for Development), which reflects better the broad range of information exchange systems and the policies, processes and institutions that support them. What is new about these electronic means is their potential for interactivity, permanent availability, global reach, reduced costs, timeliness, changing way we do business. Key issues include: 

· What are the information demands of poor people (content/learning)?

· What processes can be empowered by effective ICD (democratisation from below)?

· What are the institutional and economic constraints to improving information exchange and learning in rural areas (partnerships)?

· Are opportunities best addressed by public sector, private sector, civil society?

· What generic policy can improve rural and community-based networks (PRSPs?)?

· How can impact of improved information and communication systems be measured (evidence, upscaling) and incentives contribute to investment/change?

Charlotte Carlsson: It is important how this work links to policy; there are many small initiatives where there are issues of local content and translation at stake, but when it comes to national policy very few local communications initiatives feed into this level of policy change.

Dylan: There are a number of big issues here: there is often a lack of investment in public service broadcasting and an increasing reliance on private sector FM stations, which focus mainly on music. A lot of broadcasters are being lost to FM stations. Some of these have found ‘niche markets’ but we do need to support them

Neil Ford: What are the opportunities for poor people participating in these radio stations?

Dylan: There are some good examples of interviewers going into the field to gather the account of, for example, an innovative farmer. More and more stations are managed by CBOs that are representative.

Neil: The private station model has problems. They are on shaky economic ground, spinning discs, and getting advertising money. We need to be creative if we want to support them to contribute to programming.

Ricardo Ramirez: the notion that these should be self-financing may be a myth; we couldn’t find any in Hungary, where much of the money came from government. The intermediary may be a client.

Dylan: There are so many small initiatives that we don’t even know exist, and this poses problems for how we generate more evidence based policy.

SESSION 5: CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS

Participants were divided into small groups of three/four persons each to discuss (a) what was talked about and (b) how to move it forward. After these discussions in small groups a central discussion took place.

5.1 Discussion

All participants

· What are we talking about?

· Several things were mentioned: evaluation paradigm change tactics for dynamic transformation within institutions, evaluation as part of learning, more process focused, fusion/bridge between communication and evaluation. 
· How do we move this forward?
(1) In order to interest potential donors in this issue, the need was articulated to get the issues into bigger forums and try to make a translation of issues and debates for senior policymakers.

(2) The need to learn more in our own organisations regarding learning, organisational change and inter-linkages between evaluation efforts, communication and institutionalisation of results
(3) Search for linkages with other conferences/organisations to share ideas. For example on the DAC Working Group meeting 25-26 March on evaluation, learning and accountability.  ECDPM will incorporate some of the emerging themes from this workshop into their paper to be presented there. 

(4) Formation of a loose network/follow-up group emerging from this workshop and extended to interested parties. 

(5) Build on the strengths of this seminar, in particular on the relationships that are built. 

(6) There is a need for evidence that can be presented at a bigger event, to be organised e.g. end of 2003. The purpose is to initiate a process widens the group. Our individual responsibility is to gather evidence and to think about with whom we are going to share the findings of this seminar.

(7) We must develop and refine the evaluation practice of our individual organisations to come up with lessons learned and examples.

· Comments

Andrew Chetley mentioned that Exchange is going to organise a conference in the middle of 2003, together with the organisations they work with, which is focussing at communication practices. He suggested that this conference could be extended to other participants. The John Hopkins University is also willing to organise a conference, perhaps in collaboration with the first one mentioned. So, there will be one or two conferences next year, which might be of interest to this group and the inter-linkages between communication, evidence and evaluation practice. 
Fon van Oosterhout stressed the need to reach out and involve Southern organisations, and to build on demands from the South in this regard. His concerns where echoed by many in the group, and a conscious effort will be to mobilise southern partners with an interest in this area of work in the follow-up phase. 
Neil Andersson, representing a Southern organisation that tries to build a bridge between communication and evaluation, agreed with Van Oosterhout. Two of their Social Audit programmes are currently working on this linkage between evidence gathering and communication/socialisation of findings in South Africa and in Pakistan. These initiatives are already fully funded and currently under way, but he suggested that the process and lessons could be documented and used in this context of “evidence-based learning and communication” as practical examples of how it works on the ground. 
Neil Ford stressed the need to situate this work in each person’s organisational environment. There is a real sense of urgency to change. We have to transform our communication practices rather quickly.

Paul Engel rounded up the discussion with the following points: 

· The notion of urgency becomes especially clear in relation to the enlargement of the European Union. The coming years are absolutely vital for what development will look like in the future. There is a real sense of urgency of reinventing our institutional frameworks.

· Before looking for additional funding in this area, we need to build up examples and collect evidence. After that we could possibly have a meeting with a bigger audience, also gathering examples from the South on how we are learning together.

Jane Clark added that we must collect really specific cases, stressing the evidence part in it, the role and limitations of evidence and how it was collected and used, and perhaps making a reader out of it for a wider audience.
5.2 Concluding remarks 
Paul Engel, ECDPM
Paul Engel remarked that the work done during the seminar can be seen as building a boat, which needs rigging yet. Thus far, nothing is decided about the navigation and the course, but we have consensus on the basic structure. To paraphrase Neil Andersson: 'we must go from the classical chicken and the egg situation in evaluation to the rooster: whose evidence are we talking about, how do we collect it and who owns it?’ We are going from an intervention culture to a learning culture. That is a great achievement.  Notably a few emerging shifts have been emphasised during this workshop:
In evaluation practice:

· From advice on issues to facilitation of reflective process

· From consultation to valorisation of local actors, evidence and knowledge

· From single to nested, multiple learning

· From output assessment to managing reflective processes

· From theoretically constructed to 'harvested' performance indicators

· From talking and saying to asking and listening

In institutional management and culture:

· From adapted to adaptive management

· From an expert culture to a learning culture

· From practices locked in structures to institutional learning

In evaluation theory:

· From input/output logic to recognising 'fuzzy' realities and emergent outcomes

· From linear understanding to dealing with cascades of feed-back and unpredictability

· From short-term simplicity to dealing with long-term complexity

· From theories of planning to methodologies of connecting

In evaluation policy:

· From predefined outputs to open-ended learning

· From evaluating ambitions to understanding outcomes

ANNEX 1: Programme

How can we learn more from what we do?

Evaluation and Evidence-based Communication Workshop
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09:30 – 10:00
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10:00 – 11:00
Introduction Paul Engel, ECDPM & Andrew Chetley, Exchange
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11:00 – 13:00
Session 1: Strengthening the evidence-base for learning and interaction around knowledge


Facilitator:  Andrew Chetley, Exchange


Reporting: Volker Hauck, ECDPM


Speakers (10 min/presentation + discussion):

Pat Norrish, Consultant

How much evidence do we really need?  

Jim Woodhill, International Agriculture Centre (IAC), Wageningen

Lessons from the Australia Land Care program

Rob Vincent, Learning Coordinator, Exchange

Whose evidence? Who’s learning?

Neil Andersson, Executive Director, CIET international

CIET social audits and socialising evidence

13:00 – 14:00
Buffet lunch, ECDPM foyer

14:00 – 16:00
Session 2: Organisational learning and knowledge sharing


Facilitator: Jean Bossuyt, ECDPM


Reporting: TBD 



Speakers (10 min/presentation + discussion):


Douglas Horton, ISNAR


Evaluation learning and capacity development: Experiences in Africa, Asia and Latin America


Irene Guijt, Wageningen University


Participatory monitoring & evaluation and adaptive management


Jane Clark, DFID


DFID internal learning and knowledge sharing study


Ole Jacob Hjøllund, Evaluation Adviser, Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs


Capacity development – the donor as a partner

16:00 – 16:30
Coffee pause

16:30 – 18:00
Group work

18:00 – 18:30
Presentation of group work and wrap-up, Day 1

18:30
Dinner, Hotel Bonaparte

Friday 13 December 2002

08:30 – 09:00
Coffee – EIPA

09:00 – 11:00
Session 3: Enhancing learning from evaluations: How does it affect current evaluation practice?


Facilitator: Pat Norrish


Reporting: Chris Addison


Speakers (10 min/presentation + discussion):


Charlotte Carlsson, ECDPM


Enhancing learning from evaluations: Approaches, dilemmas and possible ways forward


Bert van der Putte, Consultant


Organisational conditions for learning from evaluations


Ibrahim Khadar, CTA


Road map for performance and impact evaluations


Katherine Marrow, IICD/ Bellanet


A review of different learning approaches of Bellanet

11:00 – 11:30
Coffee pause

11:30 – 13:30
Session 4: Societal learning: Exploring the links between evidence-based communications and social change processes


Facilitator: Paul Engel, ECDPM


Reporting: Rob Vincent, Exchange/Arin van Zee, ECDPM
Speakers (10 min/presentation + discussion):


Andrew Chetley, Exchange


Towards communication that works-unpredictable outcomes

Neil Ford, Regional Adviser, Programme Communication


UNICEF Eastern and Southern Africa Regional Office


Communication from a Human Rights perspective: Responding to the HIV/AIDS pandemic in Eastern and Southern Africa


Ricardo Ramirez, International Support Group, Canada


Learning and ownership: Two ingredients for tracking the impact of information and communication technologies (ICTs) in community development
 


Dylan Winder, Communications Manager, Rural livelihoods, DFID


Evidence-based communications for livelihoods

13:30 – 14:00
Conclusions 

14:00 – 16:00 
Buffet Lunch and Follow-up Discussion, ECDPM foyer
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Jane Clark

Head, Sustainable Livelihoods Support Office

Rural Livelihoods Department

DFID

1 Palace Street

UK – LONDON SW1E 5HE

Tel.nr. +44-20-7023 0871

Fax.nr. 44-20-7023 0624

Email j-clark@dfid.gov.uk
Paul Engel

Director

ECDPM

Onze Lieve Vrouweplein 21

NL – 6211 HE MAASTRICHT

Tel.nr. +31-43-350 29 08

Fax.nr. +31-43-350 29 02

Email pe@ecdpm.org

Neil Ford

Regional Adviser, Programme Communication

UNICEF – Eastern and Southern Africa 

Regional Office

PO Box 44/45

NAIROBI, KENYA 00100

Tel.nr. +254-2-622 219

Fax.nr. +254-2-622 008

Email nford@unicef.org
Irene Guijt

Learning by Design

Bredeweg 31

6668 AR Randwijk

Tel.nr. +31-488- 49 18 80

Fax.nr. +31-488-49 18 44

Email iguijt@worldonline.nl
Volker Hauck

Senior Programme Officer

ECDPM

Onze Lieve Vrouweplein 21

NL – 6211 HE MAASTRICHT

Tel.nr. +31-43-350 29 07

Fax.nr. +31-43-350 29 02

Email vh@ecdpm.org

Ole Jacob Hjøllund

Evaluation Adviser

Evaluation Secretariat

Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs

2, Asiatisk Plads 

DK-1448 Copenhagen K.

Tel. +45-33-92 07 02

Fax +45-33-92 16 50

Email OLEHJO@um.dk
Douglas Horton

ISNAR

Postbus 93375
NL – 2509 AJ DEN HAAG 
Tel.nr. 31-70-3496197

Fax.nr. 31-70-3819677

Email d.horton@cgiar.org
Ibrahim Khadar

Planning and Corporate Services

CTA

Postbus 380

NL – 6700 AJ WAGENINGEN

Tel.nr. 31-317-467159

Fax.nr. 31-317-460067

Email khadar@cta.nl
Piet de Lange

Senior Officer Evaluation
Project Group Planning Monitoring and Evaluation - DGIS-PM&E 
Netherlands Ministry for Development Cooperation 
Bezuidenhoutseweg 67
Postbus 20061
NL – 2500 EB DEN HAAG 
Tel.nr. 31-70-3487334

Fax.nr. 31-70-3485888

Email piet-de.lange@minbuza.nl
Bridget McBean

Programme Coordinator

Communication & Information Cluster

ECDPM

Onze Lieve Vrouweplein 21

NL – 6211 HE MAASTRICHT

Tel.nr. +31-43-350 29 13

Fax.nr. +31-43-350 29 02

Email bmb@ecdpm.org
Katherine Morrow

Acting Communications Officer

International Institute for Communication & Development (IICD)

THE HAGUE, NETHERLANDS

Tel.nr. +31-70-311 73 21

Fax.nr. +31-70-311 73 22

e-mail kmorrow@iicd.org 

Pat Norrish

Independent consultant

University of Reading

IRDD

PO Box 237

UK – READING RG6 6AL

Email j.norrish@ioe.ac.uk
Alfons van Oosterhout

Division for Research and Communication DCO/OC 
Netherlands Ministry for Development Cooperation 
Bezuidenhoutseweg 67
Postbus 20061
NL – 2500 EB DEN HAAG 
Tel.nr. 31-70-3486034
Fax.nr. 31-70-3485888
Email ath.oosterhout@minbuza.nl
Fiona Power

Manager

Centre for Health Information, Health, Population and Nutrition Division

DFID

UK – LONDON SW1E 5HE

Tel.nr. +44-20-7023 0333

Fax.nr. 44-20-7023 0428

Email f-power@dfid.gov.uk
Bert van der Putte

Independent consultant

Email B.vd.Putte@Inter.NL.net
Ricardo Ramirez

Chairperson the International Support Group

Associate of the Telecommons Development 

University of Guelph

CAN –ONTARIO n1g 2w1

Tel.nr. +519-824-4120

Email rramirez@uoguelph.ca
True Schedvin

European Commission

Europe Aid

Evaluation Unit H.6

Rue Joseph II 54

B-1040 BRUSSELS

Email true.schedvin@cec.eu.int 

Sigfrid Schröder-Breitschuh

GTZ

Postfach 5180

D – 65726 ESCHBORN

Tel.nr. 49-6196-79 1709

Fax.nr. 49-6196-79 6109

Email sigfrid.schroeder-breitschuh@gtz.de 

Rob Vincent

Learning Coordinator, Exchange

Healthlink Worldwide, Cityside 
40 Adler Street

UK – LONDON E1 1EE 
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Tel.nr. +31-43-350 29 34
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