Measurmy cuuse, momtoring effect- International ard agenctes cav record how many sacks of foed are delivered and whether
the nuiritional levels of cinldren go up or down, but what 1s the true impact of humanitarian assistance? What is it doing
to help reduce vulnerabilities and build more sustamnable lvelthoods? In a search for effectiveness, efficiency, profession-
alsm and accountablity, aud agencies today are mcreasingly trywng to evatuate the impact of therr assistance as well as
monitor the process by which it 1s provided.

Food delivery, Mozambique, 1985 Jean Gaumy/Magnum
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Section Two, Methodologies

Chapter 5

Evaluation: Measuring
effects not process

rrhere are three powerful reasons
why the effectiveness and impact of
relief programmes should be regu-
larly assessed. First, they are intended to
save lives and reduce suffering so their
effectiveness is crucial to the affected
population. Second, the international com-
munity spends hundreds of millions of
dollars each year on relief assistance while
governments and communites in affected
countries spend hundreds of millions of
dollars more. Third, evaluations can,
potentially at least, fulfil an important ac-
countability function. Financal account-
ability mechanisms for agencies and do-
nors are well developed but mechamsms
for ensuring accountability to the popula-
tion being served are not.

Even a decade or two ago many within
agencies regarded evaluation of relief pro-
grammes as unnecessary, if not unwel-
come The view was: “Our motives were
well-intentioned, we did our best under
difficult circumstances, why should we
now subject ourselves to a critical exami-
nation - anyway, all disasters are differ-
ent, so what is the point in trying to learn
the lessons of our response to this particu-
lar disaster?” Fortunately, such athtudes
are now less prevalent. Most bilateral and
multilateral donor organisations set up
evaluation units during the 1970s and, fol-
lowing the Afnican emergency in the 1980s,
began to include studies of their organisa-
tion’s response to emergencies in thetr
work programmes. In the 1980s, some
larger international NGOs developed
evaluation units to review their response
to crises.

However, despite a shift in attitudes,
the situation remains unsatisfactory. Many
relief agencies still do not evaluate pro-
grammes. Even where agencies do system-
atically examine their own performance, it
15 rare for the aggregate response by all
agenctes (UN, donors, governments,
NGOs) to be evaluated Given the impor-
tance of relief programmes to affected
populations, the scale of resources ex-
pended and the potental for account-
abulity, it is hard to understand why so few

evaluations are carried out This chapter
argues that powerful factors discourage
evaluation of rehef programmes and limit
evaluation efficlency when they do take
place. Many factors stem from the nature
of emergency programmes and the organi-
sational, techrucal, methodological and
political difficulties evaluators face.

Definitions and techniques

Relief evaluators look to development
assistance evaluation methods for models
of how to work, but the principal ap-
proaches used in evaluating development
programmes are often inappropriate for
relief. Most donor organisations have simu-
lar definitions of evaluation, such as that of
the Organization for Economic Cooper-
ation and Development {(OECD): “An
examination as systematic and objective as
possible of an engoing or completed proj-
ect or programme, its design, implementa-
tion and results, with the aim of determun-
ing its efficiency, effectiveness, impact,
sustamability and the relevance of its ob-
jectives.”

Monitoring and evaluation are inex-
tricably linked because evaluations are
heavily reliant upon information gathered
by monitoring systems. Casely and Kumar
define monitoring as “a continuous assess-
ment both of the functioning of the project
activities i the context of implementation
schedules and of the use of project inputs
bv targeted populations mn the context of
design expectations. It is an intermad project
activity, an essential part of good manage-
ment practice, and therefore an integral
part of day-to-day managerment ”

Since the 1960s, when donor organisa-
tions first began to evaluate development
assistance, a range of common evaluahon
technigues have been developed. In ana-
lyvsing effictency, Cost-Benefit Analysis
{CBA) has been a domunant approach.
CBA requires an estimation and compari-
son of the costs and benefits to a society
over a project’s hifetune Despite improve-
ments, CBA has a number of limitations,
parhicularly for projects with a diffuse re-
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lationship between mputs and outputs or
where there are important non-quantifi-
able outputs

Project impact analysis requires identi-
fication of any changes that have occurred
since the intervention started and the na-
ture of any causallinks A detailed descrip-
tion of the situation prior to the interven-
tion 15 needed, and thus many develop-
ment projects mclude a baseline survey
phase in the project cycle. Ideally baseline
studies will be designed to help later evalu-
ation. In the absence of such studies 1t may
be possible to “construct” a baseline by
using other sources, such as reports and
statistics, or through recall surveys of the
beneficiary populaton, though such
sources will often be less accurate and not
tailored to the evaluators’ nceds.

Establishing the nature of causal links
15 dufficult Measuring before and after
situations and attributing all changes to
the project is unacceptable. A variety of
techniques have been developed to sepa-
rate the influence of “confounding factors”
from the project’s effect, including com-
paring the target population with control
groups, interrupted time-series design in
which the target population is systemati-
cally monitored before, during and after
mtervention, and econometric techniques
to establish the statistical likelihood of a
link between observed changes and poten-
tial explanatory factors.

Attemnpts have been made to develop
mexpensive evaluation techniques which
can better judge social development objec-
tives and pay greater attention to the views
of the target population. Many of these

attempts have been mnstigated by NGOs or
designed to meet the evaluation needs of
small-scale NGQ projects with substantial
social development components. Logical
Framework Analysis (LFA) and Rapid
Rural Appraisal (RRA) are now widely
used not only by NGOs butincreasingly by
bilateral and multilateral donor orgarusa-
tions. LFA involves constructing a matrix
with the project objectives, outputs and
inputs histed on the vertical axis and indi-
cators of achuevement, means of measure-
ment or assessment, and assumptions and
risks on the horizontal. This does not con-
stitute evaluation, but when used in proj-
ect design 1t can greatly facihitate evalu-
ation by encouraging clear statements of
objectives, exposing the logic of how the
project is expected to work and requiring
idennfication of those indicators by which
progress can be monitored and evaluated.

Rapid Rural Appraisal developed out
of an awareness of the lirmutations of large-
scale questionnaire surveys and the dis-
torted views that could be gained by brief
rural visits, so-called “development tour-
ism”, by urban-based professionals. RRA
includes flexible, opportunistic, impro-
vised and iterative approaches to learning
rather than standard bluepnints; tech-
niques for offsetting spatial, seasonal, pro-
fessional and personal biases often in-
volved in less structured and sensitive ap-
proaches to information gathering. It also
involves rural people m the learnung pro-
cess, cross-checks information from more
than one source; opumises information
collection to obtain only that which is di-
rectly useful; and critical self-awareness by

Box 5.1 Listening to the beneficiaries

Woldu Desta has not got a friend left
in town. As a member of Adigu-
dum’s Relief Committee, he fre-
quently has to tell farmers why they
can’t get any relief food “You are
just not poor enough”, is the most
common explanation in this Ti-
grayan commuruty where only the
absolute destitute receive aid.

“If people have one ox, donkey
or camel they are not totally des-
titute. I often guarrel with farmers
who say they will then sell their ani-
mal in order to qualify for the
Ethiopian Red Cross Society (ERCS)
distributions. I tell them not to, but
mostly they will not listen to me.”
says Woldu.

Out of Adigudum’s 52,000 in-
habitants, only 4 per cent can be de-
scribed as self-sutficient, 16 per cent
are pour, possessing a small plot of
land and maybe one ox. Fifty-six
per cent are very poor, without any
draught animals and often forced to
let better-off farmers cultivate thewr

land in return for a third of the har-
vest, The remaining 24 per cent are
destitute, having no land, no ani-
mals, and often unable to work as
labourers. The ERCS, which dis-
tributes in this area, is only feeding
the destitute and some of the poor,
leaving many to survive on an abso-
lute mirumum. A tough but necess-
ary policy in a country where mul-
lions are at the risk of starvation
But Woldu Desta, 55, is among
those who never received any relief
food. He used to be one of the rich
people in Adigudum until the big
draught struck m 1984/85. Out of
his 15 oxen and 110 sheep and goats
only one small cow survived. Dur-
ing the past ten years he has never
possessed more than four draught
animals, and this year the number
has once again been reduced to one;
an old and tired ox that helped him
harvest 400 kg of wheat from half a
hectare of land during the past sea-
son. A fourth of the harvest has

since been used to repay loans, leav-
ing Woldu Desta and his wife with
barely enough to survive.

The eyes of Woldu Desta lightup
as he talks about the past. About
drinking milk, eating meat, having
butter and honey for breakfast. Now

adays, a chicken may be killed
for special celebrations, but the daily
menu consists of bread with a stew
of water, spices and a few vegetables,

And while the farmers in Adigu-
dum are struggling to get the most
out of their scarce soil, many of their
sons have left. They row work in
other regions of Ethiopia, 1n Etritrea
or Sudan, sending home money to
sustain the family. A small migra-
tton is constantly taking place.
Avoiding the larger one is among
the challenges facing the com-
munity and the aid agencies.

Adigudum still remembers how
1,500 people were buried during one
day of 1985. Things are better now.
But not much. |
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those undertaking assessment. A further
development is Parhapatory Rural Ap-
praisal, which shifts primary responsi-
bility for collation, analysis and presenta-
tion of information from “outsiders” to
rural people.

These methods have three problems.
First, evaluating development assistance
usually required that project outputs could
be readily identified, measured and val-
ued Second, approaches to the measure-
ment of efhiciency and impact are “data
heavy” and costly in time. Thard, the body
of knowledge of development assistance
evaluation 1s currently in a state of flux:
“new” techniques have been developed to
take account of shifts in the content and
objective of development projects, NGOs
have a growing role in development, and
there 1s mcreased tespect for the views of
the population beng served. Such tech-
ruques are only just beginning to be used
in the evaluation of relief programumes.

Relief evaluation difficulties

There is often confusion when the term
evaluation 1s used in relation to relief pro-
grammes. Strictly speaking, studies which
do not etfectively address all five aspects
of evaluation — relevance, efficiency, effec-
tiveness, impact, sustainabilitv - should
not be called evaluations. Because of the
exceptional methodological and techrucal
difficulties in assessing relief programmes,
many “evaluations” do not or cannot
assess the mmpact or the assistance pro-
vided and restrict themselves to assess-
ments of relevance, effechveness and effi-
ciency Even such restricted “evaluations”
face numerous difficulties stemming from
a lack of measurable objectives and mnade-
quate data. Thus “review” would often be
a more appropriate term for many evalu-
ations of emergency programmes

While private sector audits are gener-
ally associated with checking the probity
of an organisation’s financtal manage-
ment, public sector audits tend to have the
broader objective of assessing conformuty
of an agency’s actions to its objectives and
authorised procedures. There is often sub-
stantial overlap between audits and evalu-
ations Audit assessments of particular
eMergency programmes or types of relief
assistance have been undertaken by gov-
ernment audit offices such as the US
General Accounting Office and the UK Na-
tional Audit Office and, with the rapid
inctease in foreign aid resources for emer-
gency programmes, such studies are likely
to become more frequent. However, such
audits are more restricted in their remit
than evaluahons, focusing on questions of
value for money, appropriate tender pro-
cedures and the speed of assistance. Ques-
tions of the appropnateness of the re-
sponse and its impact are invariably be-
yond the rerrut of such audits.

All relief programme evaluators face

the lack of approprate data. Accurate in-

formation on cruaal indicators, such as
excess mortality, is often unavallable. The
reasons for the lack of data include severe
time pressure, lack of thought about intor-
mation that will be needed for evaluation,
and ethical factors

Time pressures

In the immediate aftermath of sudden-
onset disasters there is the need to irchate
search and rescue operations within the
first few critical hours and to begin provid-
ing medical care, food, shelter and coun-
selling to survivors Even in slow-onset
disasters, such as drought, the need to act
quickly 1s only shghtly less pressing as a
result of the long lead times mvariably
involved inmobilising and delivering food
aid. Food-needs assessment have to take
place either during or immediately after
the (reduced) harvest to provide sufficient
time for distnbution targets to be met be-
fore the next rainy season hampers the
logistics operation. Even within chronic
“complex” emergencies, events often re-
quire a rapid response, such as population
displacements or sudden access to a con-
flict-affected area.

The need to act quickly has important
implications for the sequence of activities
and the time available for each one. A typi-
cal development project cycle mvolves
these distinct stages:
identification;
design;
appraisal,
approval;
the collection of baseline data;
implementation;
completion;
operation (e.g., integration of project
activibies into those of local institutions):
® evaluation

From project 1dentification to the start
of project implementation takes, for many
development projects, from 12 to 36
months. In a reliet response to a sudden-
onset disaster or sudden population dis-
placement, the sequence is effectively “col-
lapsed” by time pressures tor
#® hazard event/population displace-
ment;
® needs assessment;

@ design of intervention/preparation of
funding proposals;

approval;

implementation {relief phase});

design of rehabilitation activities;
unplementation (rehabilitation phase),
completion;

evaluation

For international relief agencies re-
sponding to a sudden-onset disaster, 1m-
plementation frequently starts within two
to three days of the event, needs assess-
ment forms the basis for project design,
and the stages ot appraisal and collection
of baseline mformation found 1n a devel-
opment project cycle are effectively
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omitted. Because of the lack of baseline
information, evaluators may have to rely
on information gathered during the needs
assessment to fry to determine the relief
programme’s impact However, 1t 15 rare
for a needs assessment to contam informa-
tion whuch 1s sufficiently detailed or com-
prehensive for it to meet the needs of
evaluators nterested in measuring the
programme’s 1mpact. The principal pur-
pose of a needs assessment is to determune
the type and scale of assistance required,
not to collect information as a baseline
against which intervention impact might
be measured.

Relief agency personnel themselves
operate under severe time pressure. Staff-
ing levels are rarely able to keep pace with
the expansion of workload. Few relief
agenctes operate with suffictent surplus
capacity to redeploy appropriatelv-skilled
personnel at short notice and suitable per-
sonnel are rarely available at short notice.
Over the years, registers have been set up
of skilled personnel available at short no-
tice, which now operate with varying de-
grees of success Even where the supply of
skilled personnel 15 not a constraint, other
factors, such as restrictions on the number
of expatriates involved in a programme or
delays in obtaining entry visas and work
permuts, mav prevent rehef agencies from
reinforcing existing personnel. Available
staff invariably concentrate on those activ-
ities which directly address immediate
problems. Information collection for a
possible later evaluation 15 a very low
priority.

Basic information which would take
little time to collect or record is often una-
vailable to evaluators simply because there
was a lack of thought about information
that mught be needed for monitoring and
evaluation Seed distributions fail to note
dates so their timeliness for planting can-
not be determined, harvest vields are not
recorded which could determune the effec-
tiveness of rchabilitation efforts, and agen-
¢ies in receipt of donated trucks frequently
do not record vehicle uhlisation rates, in-
formation which is crucial to evaluators
attempting to assess whether money rmught
have been better used in other ways.

Large amounts of data collected during
some relief operations goes unused simply
because the need was not properly as-
sessed before the decision was taken to
collect . One review of targeting methods
employed by NGOs during the mid-1980s
African emergency found that large
amounts of data on the condition and cop-
ing mechamsms of affected populations
were collected using scarce personnel re-
sources but much of the information was
never used by the NGOs concerned or
made available to researchers.

It 15 not uncomumon for agencies to
undertake two or three surveys of an af-
fected population over a penod of time,
but for each survey to use different sam-
pling techmques, because of staff changes

or the particular purpose of each survey.
These cannot be directly compared, de-
priving evaluators of the chance to con-
struct a longitudinal “picture” from cross-
sectional surveys.

The effectiveness of evaluanons could
be substanhally increased with a greater
awareness of mformation required by
evaluations, and more care in designing
surveys and selecting indicators to be
monitored, With careful planmng, this
need not require a net increase in staff
resources

Ethical considerations

The objectives of saving hves and re-
ducing suffering mean ethical consider-
ations play an important role in design
and implementation of emergency pro-
grammes and often overnde consider-
ations which normally play an important
role m the provision of development assis-
tance. For instance, rehief workers tend to
regard cost-benefit considerations with
distaste. Intensive feeding of severely mal-
nourished children is very expensive per
beneficiary and make substantial demands
on the tiime of skilled personnel, possibly
diverting staff and funds from pro-
grammes that would perhaps save the
lives of much larger numbers of cluldren.
Nevertheless, the chance of providing as-
sistance to chuldren who are close to death
is frequently regarded as sufficient justfi-
cation for most relief programmes to n-
clude intensive feeding components. If de-
cisions are made on the basis of non-eco-
nomic factors, then evaluation technzques
developed within an economic framework
are, if not redundant, then hard to use

Use of control groups is an important
technique in analysing the impact of inter-
venhons However, techniques such as ex-
perimental design and non-equivalent
group design are ethically unacceptable.
Selection of individuals or households to
be deliberately excluded from a relief pro-
gramme, thereby subjecting them to un-
necessary suffering and possibly threaten-
ing their lives, so as to facilitate unpact
assessment, is unacceptable.

Relief programmes operate amid rapid
change and considerable uncertainty. Ran-
dolph Kent has wrtten that “the vast ma-
jority of disasters are marked by uncer-
tainty, contradictory information and am-
bigwuty... critical unknowns - affected
populations, damage assessment, needs —
are prone to serious distortions and contra-
dictory evidence”

Setting objectives for an operation be-
fore 1t commences is hard. During a relief
programme, inchividual agencies may alter
key aspects of their programme as a result
of changed circumstances which were not,
or could not be, anticipated during the
needs assessment/intervention design
stage. For mstance, a delay in the arrival of
food aid for general use might lead an
agency to establish a targeted supplemen-
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tary feeding programme 1n an attempt to
prevent a deterioration in the nutntional
status of chuldren. Alternatively, an in-
crease in the number of agencies operating
in the affected area may, indeed ought to,
lead to a rabonalisation of activities geo-
graphically or in terms of type of activity.

In the face of uncertainty many agen-
cles descnbe objectives only in wvery
general terms, preventing evaluators test-
ing performance against stated aims. In the
rare instances where agencies set them-
selves specific objectives and identify the
indicators to be used n assessing pro-
gramme performance, the results are often
unsatisfactory. For instance, CARE's 1992
relief programme in three provinces of
northern Kordofan set specific and ambi-
tious goals for its Supplementary Feeding
Programme (SFP) One intermediate goal
was “to increase the nuiribonal status of all
children under five years of age registered
in the SFP to exceed 85 per cent of weight
for height before discharge from the pro-
gramme.” The final report on the pro-
gramme notes: “There were no discharges
from the programme as beneficiaries did
not receive a consistent supply of sup-
plementary food while irregular growth
monitornng meant that data was generally
imadequate to determine cischarge eligi-
bility ”

Nature of institutional relationships

Many development projects involve
formal agreements between only two or
three agencies (donor, department of cen-

tral government and perhaps a local auth-
onty), a relief programme, even when
operating in a limited area, typically -
volves a large number of orgarusations and
agencies {donor, UN, government, one or
more parts of the Movement and NGOs}).
Formal agreements usually exast “verh-
cally” between donor organisations and
implementing agencies “Horizontal” rela-
tionships between organisations are often
mnformal, and - depending on context, per-
sonalities, type of agencies — may inciude
musunderstandings and rivalry. Lack of
formal agreements, particularly when
agencies are undertaking complementary
components of an overall programme, re-
duces the “points of reference” available
to evaluators to compare performance
against expected roles and responsibilities.

The roles of the various organisations
and agencies are often complementary
For instance, bilateral donors are involved
in provision of funding and in kind re-
sources, UN agencies are involved in as-
sessment and coordination as well as re-
source provision and programme im-
plementation, government agencies may
be involved in needs assessment, coordi-
nation, resource provision and pro-
gramme implementation, and NGOs in
needs assessment, resource provision and
programme implementation. There are
two particular implications. First, effec-
tiveness of coordination arrangements are
an 1important area for evaluators to
examine, Second, 1t is difficult to deter-
mine the relative contribution of different
but complementary activities to such “out-

Box 5.2 Rwanda — assessing success and failure

The largest and most comprehen-
sive evaluation of humanitanan re-
sponse to a disaster is underway,
aiming to assess the effectiveness of
emergency assistance for  the
Rwandaemergency and look for tes-
sons applicable to future complex
disasters. The evaluaton is costing
less than O 02 per cent of the value of
the total assistance provided so far.
Unique in scale and scope, the
evaluahon was proposed by the
Darush  government  assistance
agency, DANIDA, and 1s backed by
all major denor mnstitutions. It will
look at the work of all the human-
itarian agencies involved throug-
hout 1995, examuning issues on a
regional rather than country-by-
country basis. The tinal report will
be available in December 1995
Explaming why a thorough
evaluahon of the humarutarian re-
sponse to Rwanda’s crisis is needed,
DANIDA emphasised- “The human
suftering 15 of an incomprehensible
scale The recent escalation of the

conflict and violence has recerved
wide international concern and at-
tention. The international com-
munity has provided substantial as-
sistance to alleviate the hitman suf-
fering and has contributed to efforts
to find a peaceful solution to the
conflict.,”

Donor assistance for Rwanda’s

emergency was expected to be well
over US$ 1 billion in 1994 or about 2
per cent of all Official Development
Assistance (ODA). DANIDA saw
two main reasons for the evaluation:
® Donors need to account for the
relevance, effectiveness and impact
of their aid,
@ Valuable lessons may be learned
for the plannuing and execution of
future relief operations, as well as
for ongomng operations in Rwanda
and the region.

Separate studies will exarune
four areas and then be drawn
together as one final report:
® Historic background, outlining
the roots and cause of the conflict

within Rwandan society and seek-
ing toidentfy possibilities for recon-
ciliation;

® Emergency-prevention efforts,
their effectiveness and relevance, in-
cluding early warning systerns and
conflict management for monitoring
and responding to approaching
emergencies;

& Mechanisms for, and effective-
ness of, preparation and coordina-
tion of emergency assistance pro-
grammung and the impact of emer-
gency assistance, This will concen-
trate on the effectiveness of coordi-
nated action as well as how tmely
and appropriate the assistance
proved as 1t was delivered through
numerous channels,

@ Planning and preparation for re-
patriation and rehabulitation to rec-
reate and conseclidate the capacities
of those affected, reconstruct com-
munities and launch sustainable de-
velopment programmes to ensure
more secure hving standards than
before the disaster. ]

WORLD DISASTERS REPORT 45




come” indicators as the rates ot morbidity,
mortality and malnutntion,

In such a context there are obvious
Lmutations to the value of evaluabons
which focus only on the activities of par-
ticular agencies. Major collective evalu-
ahons of collective relief efforts have, so far
at least, not been undertaken, with the no-
table exception of the very recent commit-
ment to a mulh-donor evaluation of the
Rwanda relief eftort (see Box 5.2). The case
for joint evaluations was clearly illustrated
m southern Africa in 1993 and 1994 when
at least a dozen agencies undertook mde-
pendent evaluations of their response to
the 1991/92 drought. A multi-agency
overall evaluation with agency-specific
case studies would probably have repre-
sented a more cost-effective and valuable
approach for the mternational relief sys-
tem as a whole.

An additional limitation on evalu-
atons 18 the convention that only the UN
evaluates itself and its specialised agen-
ctes. While assistance channelled through
NGOs by bilateral donors 1s increasingly
likely to be evaluated or audited, donors
have been prevented from undertaking
their own evaluations of assistance pro-
vided to or channelled through particular
UN agencies

High political and media profite

Relief programmes in areas of conflict
require donor agencies to constder factors
such as soverergnty, international law, the
“balance” of aid between opposing sides
and perhaps also national foreign policy
interests, factors which would not nor-
mally be considered when responding to a
natural disaster in a peaceful country
Evaluations of such responses involve
evaluators in examining matters normally
be kept out of the public domain Most
relief programmes, whether in response to
natural or conflict-generated disasters,
have a high media profile which may also
influence decisions on the timing, scale
and nature of the response Media profile
and political issues make the evaluation
process for relief programmes far more
sensitive than evaluations of most devel-
opment programmes.

A consequence 15 that many relief pro-
gramme evaluations do not enter the pub-
lic domain. Whule useful to the com-
missioning agencv, it lmuts the evalu-
ation’s broader accountability function 1f
taxpayers (in the case of buateral donor
agencies) and private donors and the
general public {for NGOs) are unaware of
an evaluation’s results, pressure on the
agency to act on the findings are reduced,
Evaluation reports are usually the
property of the commissionung agency,
even for the majority of “external” evalu-
ations undertaken by “independent” spe-
cialists Where evaluation reports do enter
the public domain it may well be because
they are considered to be a generally fa-

vourable assessment or because they are
abridged version of the original report
with “sensitive” sections removed or re-
written.

How then should relief programmes be
evaluated? A starting point has to be that
evaluations are seen to be crucial to the
process of learning from experience and
improving upon future performance. The
evaluation process and the information re-
quirements for effective evaluation must
be given hugher prionty than has been the
case. If relief agencies are genuinely com-
mitted to improving their performance,
then evaluations should be undertaken
more frequently. One way mught be for
agencies to establish a ratio relating evalu-
ations to the number or cost of relief oper-
ations undertaken, such as formaily evalu-
ating 50 per cent of relief operation spend-
ng.
gEvaluatmn effectiveness could be sub-
stantially enhanced 1f the informaton
needs of the evaluation process were ap-
proached in a more strategic way Rehef
agencies and donor orgarusations should
devise informahon strategies regarding
the types of mformation requured for pro-
gramme monitoring and management,
and for subsequent evaluations Given
multiple sources of funding, there should
be agreement among donor organisations
and relief agencies on appropriate indica-
tors to monitor and the “basic mirumum”
information to be collected.

One route could be a working group of
principal donor orgamsations and relief
agencies to wentify key indicators which
all relief agencies should seek to morutor.
Agencies might then incorporate the
agreed set of indicators within their own
Logical Framework Analysis methods
This would facilitate inter-agency com-
parisons and assessments of the overall
effectiveness and impact of relef pro-
gramumes. This in turn would help collab-
orative evaluations, cutting the cost per
agency and providing agencies with a
mechamusm to jomntly learn the lessons
from relief programmes in whuch they are
involved.

The prospects of evaluations being able
to demonstrate the impact of rehef pro-
gramumes are limited. In most cases impact
assessment will be quahtative Agencies
may have to recognise that the search for
“proot” of positive impact of programmes
involving many different components is
unrewarding and concentrate their atten-
tion on more rewarding areas, such as giv-
ing more explicit statements of objectives
in relief programmes so that outcomes
may be tested. The highly dynamic context
of most relief programmes will probably
Tequire agencies to prepare Successive
Logical Framework Approaches.

Another area where current practice
could be improved 15 that of efforts by
evaluators to seek the views of affected
people It will not usually be possible to
undertake extensive surveys capable of
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yielding statistically vahd results. How-
ever, the views of a reasonably repre-
sentative sample of people régarding ap-
propriateness, effectiveness and tuneliness
of relef, the extent to whch it supported
coping ancl recovery mechanisms, and the
effectiveness of any targetng methods
may be gained sumply by talking to a selec-
tion of beneficiaries in the project area

A checklist would ensure that all
households are asked the same questions
but discussion around particular points
shouid be encouraged A broader group
discussion on the relief programme may be
helpful. In targeted assistance pro-
grammes, interviewing beneficianes and
non-beneficiaries could see how well they

conformed to the targeting Such methods
have provided rich insight into the effec-
tiveness of particular programmes.
Finally, there remains constderable
room for joint evaluations by bilateral do-
nors, multilateral agencies and NGOs to
objectively assess effectiveness. Though
institutional barriers to joint evaluations
are considerable, 1t 15 hard to defend the
resources devoted to independently com-
missioned yet substantially overlapping
evaluations of the same overall pro-
gramme. Rehef programmes are examples
of the international commuruty respond-
ing a jointly percerved need and should be
assessed in these terms. |
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