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Evalua(on	
  to	
  address	
  EVIDENCE	
  GAP	
  

•  SSC	
  debate	
  is	
  not	
  evidence-­‐driven,	
  heavily	
  poli6cal	
  –	
  
either	
  the	
  next	
  best	
  thing,	
  new	
  villains!	
  

	
  
•  Informa6on	
  management	
  &	
  M&E	
  systems	
  is	
  weak	
  
across	
  all	
  Southern	
  development	
  agencies	
  

	
  
•  Accountability	
  rising	
  from:	
  

–  Domes6c	
  tax-­‐payers	
  
–  Beneficiaries	
  of	
  aid	
  

•  Internal	
  drive	
  for	
  learning	
  and	
  improvement	
  



SSC:	
  mixing	
  poli(cs	
  and	
  science	
  
•  Some6mes	
  poli6cs	
  drives	
  methods,	
  rather	
  than	
  methods	
  drive	
  poli6cs?	
  
•  These	
  system,	
  frameworks,	
  methods	
  are	
  developed	
  by	
  Western	
  experts	
  

and	
  Western	
  countries	
  –	
  therefore	
  its	
  bad	
  and	
  not	
  appropriate	
  for	
  SSC.	
  
•  SADPA	
  M&E	
  story	
  
•  Is	
  everything	
  developed	
  and	
  used	
  in	
  the	
  North	
  bad	
  and	
  inappropriate?	
  

vaccines,	
  technology,	
  etc.	
  
•  Evalua6ng	
  NSC	
  and	
  SSC	
  is	
  not	
  that	
  different	
  processes.	
  
•  Who	
  were	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  major	
  economist	
  and	
  evalua6on	
  experts	
  that	
  set	
  

standards	
  for	
  the	
  interna6onal	
  development	
  system?	
  



Evaluating Development Cooperation 

Category Area of Interest Approaches, Methods, Major Analysis 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Allocations,   
  

 Efficiency and leakages 

 Ownership , Demand-driven 

 Transparency & Accountability 

 Capacity-building 

 Inclusive Participation  

 Gender, environment, human rights, etc. 

 Development Outcomes 

PETS (Reinnika, Svensson, WB, et al) 
Studies on phantom aid, tied aid , corruption 

Descriptive Statistics 
OECD CRS and IATI system 
Data management of development agencies 

Paris Declaration Monitoring System 
 
QuODA / CDI (Brookings & CGD) 
 
Buenos Aires Action Plan   
 
Knack, Rogers & Eubank, Collier, Easterly 
 
UN & Civil Society Assessments 
 

Impact Evaluation (JPAL, 3iE, World Bank) 
 
Econometric Models 
 
Agency impact assessments 
 
Contribution Analysis (Kotvojs, Mayne, Rist) 

Quantity 
 
How much? 
 

Process 
Quality 
Practices 
 
How? 
 

Results 
 
What impact? 



Issues	
  with	
  evalua(on	
  of	
  SSC	
  	
  

Evaluation*Category*

*

Challenges*

*

Quantity*

Definition*(what*is*included)*

*

Monetization*of*technical*

cooperation,*knowledge,*innovation*

*

*

Process,**

Practice**

More*popular*among*SSC*–*because*

SSC*focuses*a*lot*on*relations*/*foreign*

diplomacy*

Need*for*universally*agreed*norms,*

standards,*criteria*

*

Most*evaluation*methods*are*

qualitative,*subjective,*anecdotal,*

reflecting*political*stances*and*

perceptions.*

!



Results	
  Framework:	
  Sri	
  Lanka	
  child	
  nutri(on	
  program	
  

•  Results	
  Matrix	
  
•  Causal	
  chain	
  
•  Results	
  chain	
  
•  Chain	
  of	
  objec(ves	
  

•  Logic	
  model	
  
•  Theory	
  of	
  Change	
  
•  Logical	
  framework	
  
•  Program	
  Theory	
  



Why	
  the	
  Results	
  Agenda	
  Doesn’t	
  Need	
  Results,	
  and	
  What	
  To	
  Do	
  About	
  It	
  
January	
  31,	
  2011	
  by	
  Ben	
  Ramalingam	
  

	
  

“RBM	
  is	
  also,	
  in	
  quite	
  a	
  few	
  cases,	
  
complete	
  nonsense.	
  Even	
  in	
  the	
  best	
  case	
  
scenario,	
  such	
  approaches	
  can	
  only	
  be	
  
followed	
  loosely	
  because	
  real-­‐world	
  
systems	
  cannot	
  be	
  divided	
  up	
  and	
  
controlled	
  in	
  neat	
  and	
  (dy	
  ways.”	
  

	
  



Criticism of RBM 

ü  Reduc(onist	
  
ü  Burdensome	
  system	
  
ü  Results	
  are	
  unrealis(c	
  &	
  never	
  met	
  
ü  Ill-­‐suited	
  to	
  complex	
  systems	
  change	
  &	
  programming	
  in	
  rapidly	
  

changing	
  environments.	
  
ü  Technocra(c	
  and	
  linear	
  planning	
  and	
  encourages	
  mechanis(c	
  

planning	
  &	
  repor(ng.	
  
ü  Not	
  necessarily	
  leaving	
  space	
  for	
  innova(on,	
  experimenta(on	
  –	
  not	
  

flexible.	
  
ü  Encourages	
  planners	
  to	
  undertake	
  programming	
  where	
  results	
  are	
  

readily	
  predicted	
  &	
  risks	
  are	
  few.	
  	
  
ü  Misused,	
  at	
  (mes,	
  by	
  interna(onal	
  funding	
  agencies	
  as	
  a	
  mechanism	
  

for	
  compliance	
  &	
  control	
  
ü  Some(mes	
  RBM	
  becomes	
  an	
  end	
  and	
  not	
  anymore	
  a	
  means	
  



2008	
  Review	
  of	
  RBM	
  in	
  the	
  UN	
  
q  	
  Has	
  been	
  an	
  administra6ve	
  chore	
  of	
  

liYle	
  value	
  to	
  accountability	
  and	
  
decision-­‐making.	
  RBM	
  processes	
  has	
  
been	
  found	
  to	
  have	
  made	
  virtually	
  no	
  
contribu6on	
  to	
  strategic	
  decisions	
  in	
  
any	
  of	
  the	
  reviewed	
  organiza6ons	
  

q  	
  The	
  actual	
  aYainment	
  or	
  non-­‐
aYainment	
  of	
  results	
  is	
  of	
  no	
  
discernible	
  consequence	
  to	
  
subsequent	
  resource	
  alloca6on	
  or	
  
other	
  decision-­‐making.	
  

q 	
  Many	
  of	
  the	
  results	
  planned	
  for	
  
have	
  been	
  expressed	
  in	
  a	
  self-­‐serving	
  
manner,	
  lack	
  credible	
  methods	
  for	
  
verifica6on	
  and	
  involve	
  repor6ng	
  

based	
  on	
  subjec6ve	
  judgments.	
  The	
  
determina6on	
  of	
  development	
  
success	
  does	
  not	
  lend	
  itself	
  to	
  
impar6al,	
  transparent	
  and	
  precise	
  
measurement.	
  

q 	
  An	
  inherent	
  constraint	
  of	
  RBM	
  is	
  
that	
  a	
  formalis6c	
  approach	
  to	
  
codifying	
  how	
  to	
  achieve	
  outcomes	
  
can	
  s6fle	
  the	
  innova6on	
  and	
  flexibility	
  
required	
  to	
  achieve	
  those	
  outcomes”	
  

q 	
  RBM	
  as	
  implemented	
  across	
  the	
  UN	
  
takes	
  no	
  account	
  of	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  
outcomes	
  are	
  influenced	
  by	
  mul6ple	
  
actors	
  and	
  external	
  risk	
  factors	
  

RBM	
  agenda	
  is	
  ‘here	
  to	
  stay’	
  



Impact evaluation  
Has the intervention had 

an impact on the 
population? 

DESIGN 

Design / Logic Chain 
analysis 

Does the theory of 
change seem strong? 

Economic/ Effectiveness 
Evaluation 

What are the  
cost-benefits? 
Best option? 

Diagnostic / Situation Assessment  
what is the underlying situation and 

root causes of the problem 

Monitoring 
Implementation 

Process 
Efficiency 
Evaluation 
Are things 
happening 

according to plan? 
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Results-Based Frameworks / Logic Models 
 •  Most popular management, policy development, M&E frameworks in development industry  

•  Used by traditional development partners but also South: China, South Africa, etc 

(Adapted from Owen, Kusek & Rist, SA Presidency) 



Impact Evaluation 

•  Over-rated and confused concept 

•  Impact on the lives of peoples, communities, countries 
•  Poverty, Growth, Health, Education Outcomes 

Challenges 
•  Higher level results more difficult to control 
•  Attribution 
•  Causality 
•  Isolating effects of other interventions, external and 

internal forces 

  



Types	
  of	
  Impact	
  Evalua(on	
  

Non-Experimental 
 
Econometric 
 
Experimental 
 

Quasi-Experimental 

 

•  Different degrees of scientific and empirical rigorous, reliability 
•  Different level of technical expertise needed 
•  Costs, time and resources 



Non-experimental IE 

•  Case	
  Study	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  X	
  	
  	
  O	
  

•  Single	
  Group	
  Pre-­‐test	
  	
  Post-­‐test	
  Longitudinal	
  
	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  O	
  	
  X	
  	
  O	
  

	
  
	
  
•  Cross-­‐sec(on	
  comparison	
  
	
   	
  	
  

 
T   O1 
---------------   

  O2 

	
  
Fairly	
  simple,	
  intui0ve	
  and	
  easy	
  to	
  implement,	
  therefore	
  even	
  inadvertently,	
  they	
  are	
  
the	
  most	
  used	
  methods	
  of	
  impact	
  evalua0on	
  in	
  the	
  development	
  industry.	
  	
  



Interrupted Time Series Design 
Group Exercise 

Road Traffic Deaths, UK, 1950-1972 
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Road Traffic Act, 1967 
  

What might have caused this 
interruption to the trend line? 



Econometric	
  Approaches	
  

Heterogeneity	
  of	
  results,	
  highly	
  contested,	
  and	
  methodological	
  problems	
  
	
  

Micro-­‐Macro	
  Paradox	
  (Mosley,	
  Piccioto,	
  Bonne,	
  Beshara()	
  

Historically	
  very	
  popular	
  	
  	
  

Result	
  

Baseline	
   Program	
  	
  
dummy	
  
variable	
  

Program	
  	
  
Effect	
  
Size	
  

Cofounding	
  	
  
variables	
   Error	
  	
  

term	
  

OLS	
  Mul(variate	
  Regression	
  



The Counterfactual 

•  What would the situation be without the 
program? 

•  Counterfactual Criteria 
Ø Treated & counterfactual groups 
have identical characteristics on 
average.  
Ø Only reason for the difference in 
outcomes is due to the intervention 

  

!! − !!! = !""!#$!!"!!"#$%&$"#!'" 

The ‘Clone’ of George 
	
  

In	
  an	
  ideal	
  universe	
  we’d	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  
observe	
  a	
  single	
  person	
  (Tshepo)	
  ader	
  
we	
  both	
  gave	
  and	
  didn’t	
  give	
  him	
  the	
  
treatment…	
  



Randomized	
  Experiments	
  
•  Flavor	
  of	
  the	
  decade.	
  
•  The	
  ‘gold	
  standard’	
  
•  The	
  most	
  robust	
  and	
  reliable	
  form	
  of	
  scien6fic	
  
evidence	
  (Baker,	
  2000)	
  

•  3ie,	
  JPAL,	
  IPA,	
  CC,	
  NONIE,	
  DIME	
  
•  social	
  experiments	
  –	
  lab	
  condi6ons	
  in	
  community	
  	
  
•  medicine,	
  psychology,	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  educa6on,	
  sociology,	
  	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  development	
  



Randomised	
  Control	
  Trials	
  

	
  Participants randomly selected into 
Treatment group and Control group  

Treatment	
  	
   Control	
  

Randomized Experimental Design 

Treatment	
  	
  
group	
  

Control	
  	
  
group	
  

Before	
  
Program	
  

Ader	
  
Program	
  

Difference	
  	
  

40	
  %	
  

60%	
  

42	
  %	
  

50%	
  

8	
  %	
  	
  
(50-­‐42)	
  

Program	
  
Effect	
  	
  

O	
   O	
  

O	
   O	
  



Major	
  RCTs	
  done	
  in	
  the	
  South	
  

•  Bolsa	
  Familha	
  in	
  Brazil	
  (Glewwe	
  &	
  Kassouf,	
  2010)	
  

•  Oportunitade/PROGRESA	
  in	
  Mexico	
  (Behrman	
  et	
  
al,	
  2005)	
  

•  Educa6on	
  programmes	
  in	
  South	
  Africa	
  (Fleisch	
  et	
  
al,	
  2010,	
  Taylor,	
  2013,	
  Beshara6,	
  2014)	
  

•  Child/women	
  nutri6onal	
  programme	
  in	
  Sri	
  Lanka	
  
(White,	
  2009)	
  



Challenges	
  with	
  RCTs	
  

	
  
•  Ethical	
  problems.	
  
•  High	
  technical	
  exper(se	
  
•  Very	
  expensive	
  	
  
•  Context-­‐specific	
  –	
  external	
  validity	
  
•  Unprac(cal	
  
•  Cannot	
  do	
  ex-­‐post	
  	
  
•  A-­‐theore(cal	
  (black-­‐box	
  approach)	
  
	
  



Quasi-­‐experimental	
  methods	
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
RD
D 

DID Regression 

Direct matching/ 
Non-parametric 

regression 

PSM 

Increasing internal validity → 

 

IV 
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Combining	
  QED	
  
methods	
  to	
  

increase	
  validity	
  

Well	
  performed	
  QED,	
  appropriately	
  controlled	
  for	
  bias,	
  are	
  just	
  as	
  good	
  as	
  RCTs.	
  They	
  
are	
  cheaper,	
  more	
  prac6cal,	
  encounter	
  less	
  ethical	
  problems,	
  and	
  can	
  be	
  done	
  ex-­‐post	
  
therefore	
  beYer	
  suited	
  for	
  development	
  policy	
  and	
  management.	
  



Difference in Differences 

Time 
Intervention 

Outcome 

Intervention Group 

Control Group 

Pre Post 

Average Effect of 
Intervention 



Popular IE methods (1) 

Regression Discontinuity or Cut-Off Point Design 
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•  This	
  is	
  a	
  popular	
  impact	
  evalua6on	
  technique	
  
–  used	
  in	
  ex-­‐post	
  evalua6ons	
  where	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  data	
  is	
  available	
  
–  Used	
  a	
  lot	
  also	
  in	
  South	
  Africa’s	
  educa6on	
  sector	
  	
  
–  PSM	
  matches	
  based	
  on	
  propensity	
  scores	
  but	
  required	
  a	
  powerful	
  sta6s6cal	
  

somware	
  to	
  assist	
  like	
  Stata,	
  R,	
  SPSS	
  

•  Ar6ficially	
  constructs	
  a	
  control	
  group	
  by	
  matching/pairing	
  schools	
  which	
  received	
  
treatment	
  to	
  one	
  or	
  more	
  schools	
  in	
  the	
  bigger	
  popula6on	
  based	
  on	
  similar	
  
characteris6cs	
  

	
  
	
   Result:	
  The	
  groups	
  is	
  

almost	
  iden(cal	
  
(sta(s(cally	
  similar)	
  
except	
  for	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  
one	
  received	
  the	
  
treatment	
  and	
  the	
  other	
  
didn’t	
  

Treatment	
   Control	
  

Popular IE methods (2) 
Simple Matching and PSM 



Conclusions	
  

Impact	
  Evalua(on	
  in	
  SSC	
  

•  Cannot	
  do	
  complex	
  impact	
  evalua6ons	
  if	
  
– No	
  data	
  available	
  
– No	
  basic	
  monitoring	
  and	
  implementa6on	
  
evalua6on	
  

– Not	
  clear	
  on	
  result/outcome	
  to	
  be	
  achieved	
  
– Not	
  clear	
  on	
  indicators	
  to	
  measure	
  outcome	
  
– Don’t	
  have	
  proper	
  evalua6on	
  budgets	
  because	
  
SSC	
  	
  programmes	
  are	
  too	
  small.	
  

– Do	
  not	
  have	
  capacity	
  or	
  technical	
  exper6se	
  


