Hi all

Thanks Sofa, for you comment re Clara's request

I would just like to highlight one risk, which I think is widespread in the way people think about M&E of networks of groups / organisations. That is to assume that such networks do, or should, have a common objective(one or more), and to make that the sole focus of their attention. I am not saying they don’t or should not, but I do want to point out that a network of fairly autonomous organisations is likely to have at least three types of objectives:

1. Those which are unique to each organisation and its own circumstances

2. Those which each organisation shares with some others, but not all others

3. Those which each organisation shares with all others

As a group of organisations gets bigger in number the number of objectives it shares with everyone (3 above) is likely to decline, unless those objectives are described in broader and broader terms. But that would then pose major problems in (a) communicating what those objectives are, (b) implementing them as intended, (c) monitoring and evaluating their achievements. 
If each organisation has one unique objective (1 above) then the number of these will of course grow in a linear way. 
But what is interesting is what happens if each organisation has one objective that it may share with some but not all others (3 above). As the number of organisations increase the number of possible combinations of organisations focused around each of these “semi-shared” objectives grows much faster. 
The main point I am making here is that if we focus only on shared objectives, in networks of fairly autonomous organisations, then we are really at risk of missing the plot, by a wide mark. We will neglect the specialized capacities of individual organisations, and we will miss what will probably be the dominant body of objectives, those which are shared by some but not all the organisations.

In this type of situation the first M&E challenge is simply to map who is pursuing what objectives, both of their own and those shared to some extent others. And then to identify the structure of objectives: which have the widest support, and which are linked to which by the most supporters.  
I have attached an example below, from a PRSP planning process in Ghana. This shows 13 different sections of the Government of Ghana and their top three policy priorities relating to improved governance. They started by generating a list of policy objectives, then they each prioritised the full list of objectives. The size of the policy objective nodes (blue) shows their overall priority as seen by the whole the group, and the thickness of the links shows the relative priority of each objective to each actor (thicker lines = higher priority). Only their top three priorities are shown. If you wanted to monitor and evaluate the achievement of any of these objectives you would probably start by talking to those who gave it the highest priority, and are most likely to invest in its achievement.
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