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Executive summary  

This report aims to provide an overview of existing approaches to the commissioning, implementation and uptake of impact evaluations, and based on an assessment of strengths and weaknesses, make recommendations to DFID and the Network of Networks for Impact Evaluations about how to strengthen the coordination, coverage, quality and usage of impact evaluation initiatives. The study was undertaken under tight time constraints and makes no claims to being exhaustive in scope. Instead it combines a) an analysis of existing web-based and published literature on impact evaluations, as well as the use of evaluations in policy processes more broadly, b) a scoping study of evaluation databases, c) a review of coordination good practice in other fields, and d) telephone interviews with key informants to develop tentative recommendations to inform NONIE deliberations on mechanisms to strengthen the coordination of impact evaluation generation and communication. The findings will also feed into a high level meeting organized by the World Bank in January 2008. 
The report provides an overview of IEs to identify and characterize the stock of past, current and planned studies, and seeks to identify thematic, sectoral, geographical and/or methodological evaluation gaps that need to be addressed. Based on this overview and key informant interviews with IE experts and end users in developing country contexts, it then presents recommendations on i) possible ways to cluster IEs to address these lacunae, ii) a range of coordination models and their associated costs and benefits, and iii) measures that could be taken to improve the communication and uptake of IE findings to key policy audiences.  
The key findings of the study are as follows: 

· The current coverage of impact evaluations is unevenly spread across sectors and geographical regions. Social protection, especially cash transfer, programmes and education programmes have received the most attention, followed by infrastructure and R&D programmes. By contrast, there have been relatively few impact evaluations focusing on agricultural development, health, economic, environmental and public sector development/ governance initiatives. 

· In terms of geographical coverage, the highest number of evaluations has been carried out in Latin America, largely due to the active involvement of the Inter-American Development Bank in impact evaluation studies. This is followed by Asia and then South and East Asia respectively, with the fewest in Africa.  

· Although randomized impact evaluations are highly valued in the literature and by some key informants, just one third of existing impact evaluations have used a randomized methodological approach. Some key informants also advocated for greater attention to adopting evaluation methods to operational realities, and enhancing quantitative findings with complementary qualitative approaches.  

· Limited capacity in impact evaluation methods is recognized a significant barrier to wider usage in developing country contexts, but there have been relatively few capacity strengthening initiatives to date. The major exception is the MIT Poverty Action Lab which organises capacity building workshops for developing country evaluators and the World Bank Poverty Reduction Group which conducts methodological capacity building both inside and outside the Bank as one of its major programmes of work.  

· Given the human and financial resource demands of impact evaluations, there is 

broad recognition in the literature and among key informants about the importance of coordination efforts to maximize resource synergies. Although the current diversity of approaches and competition promotes methodological innovation, there is considerable scope for greater information sharing about content and processes, partnerships with developing country partners and communication efforts.  
The weakest overall area highlighted by this study is the documentation of usage of impact evaluation findings by policy and civil society audiences. The high profile impact evaluation of the Mexican Oportunidades/ Progressa cash transfer programme is widely seen as the exception that proves the rule. 
The report makes the following tentative recommendations 

· Clustering: In order to improve the geographical and thematic coverage of impact evaluations, NONIE could play a useful role in deciding upon appropriate clusters of evaluations, setting IE priorities, and then monitoring and evaluating their implementation. In view of existing gaps, thematic clustering should be informed by a joint of understanding of the types of questions and programmes most amenable to impact evaluation methodologies, and could include: a) agricultural development, b) economic empowerment, c) environmental and natural resource management, d) rural and urban infrastructure, and e) public sector management/ governance programmes. In terms of geographical coverage, despite lower overall donor investment Latin American programmes are currently disproportionately represented, and thus NONIE should pay particular attention to clustering impact evaluations so as to improve coverage in Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa. It would also be useful to coordinate cross-regional thematic clustering so as to better understand the role of political, economic and social contexts in shaping the efficacy of programme interventions.   

· Possible coordination models: The study’s findings suggest that stronger coordination mechanisms could play an important role in improving the overall quality of impact evaluations, as well as encouraging a broader range of actors, especially developing country governments, researchers and end users, to become involved. Key informant interviews suggested that given a considerable degree of diversity in views about the purpose of impact evaluations, methodological approaches and thematic priorities, a model involving low to medium levels of coordination would be more feasible than joint agency collaboration which would demand a high degree of consensus and coordination. Drawing on examples of coordination good practice in other fields, feasible activities could include information sharing, establishment of a community of practice, coordinated policy engagement and communication efforts, and establishing partnerships and capacity strengthening programmes with developing country implementing agencies.      

· Knowledge management: Although important steps have been taken in terms of knowledge management, information on past, ongoing and planned impact evaluations could be enhanced so as to promote transparency and better inform donor investment and national government policy decision-making processes. Moreover, both the literature and key informants emphasized that only a limited number of impact evaluation findings are publicly released, and are biased towards those with favourable results. Equally importantly, given the relative resource intensity of impact evaluations, there is a dearth of documentation on how findings are communicated and used. NONIE could play an important role in strengthening a learning culture around impact evaluations, providing incentives to publish negative as well as positive results, and coordinating and funding documentation and analysis of IE finding utilization and uptake.   

· Capacity strengthening mechanisms: A dearth of capacity to carry out and use impact evaluations among some developing country policy makers and researchers is recognized as an important challenge to tackle if the method is become more than a Northern-driven “tool in search of an application”. Possible capacity development approaches include learning by doing, integrating impact evaluations into broader capacity building initiatives on evaluation methods, establishing communities of practice including developing country actors, training workshops for “educated consumers” of IE (e.g. those conducted by the World Bank), peer review of draft IE plans, and supporting the development of centres of excellence in IE in developing countries.
· Improving IE communication and uptake: Little analysis has been undertaken on how impact evaluation findings are communicated and then accessed and used by developing country end users. Key factors that appear to facilitate uptake based on the best practice examples of Progresa and an education sector evaluation in Ghana, as well as key informant experiences, include demonstrating the quality of the evidence and the credibility of the evaluators, making evaluation data widely available, demand from high-level policy-makers for evaluation data, early stakeholder engagement, and dissemination of clear, context-sensitive policy relevant narratives. 
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"There is a sense in development that the hourglass is running out on interventions, so at this point, we are not willing to fund things unless their impact can be clearly shown." J. Pierce, 2007
1. Introduction and study objectives 

In response to a growing demand to assess the impact of development assistance policies and programmes, the last five years has seen a proliferation of impact evaluations (IEs) by donors and some national governments. Given the relatively high level of resources (both human and financial) required to carry out quality IEs, a number of initiatives have been launched to improve coordination among key actors in the field. These include the World Bank’s DIME website, the Network of Networks on Impact Evaluation (NONIE), PREM and the Poverty Action Lab at MIT. However, there is a recognition that much more could be done, especially as the use of impact evaluation findings by developing country actors appears to be limited to date. It is in this vein that DFID has commissioned this study to assess the modalities through which IEs are currently carried out, and how they are utilized by NONIE members, other development agencies, as well as developing country governments and policy advocates. 

The primary aims of the study are to provide recommendations to  NONIE subgroups 4 and 5
 so as facilitate their efforts to coordinate the commissioning, quality assurance and uptake of impact evaluations, as well as to inform a high-profile meeting organized by the World Bank on impact evaluations in January 2008.  

Rather than being exhaustive in scope, the report provides i) an overview of IEs to identify and characterize the stock of past, current and planned studies, and ii) seeks to identify thematic, sectoral, geographical and/or methodological evaluation gaps that need to be addressed. Based on this overview and key informant interviews with IE experts and end users in developing country contexts, it then presents recommendations on i) possible ways to cluster IEs to address these lacunae, ii) a range of coordination models and their associated costs and benefits, and iii) measures that could be taken to improve the communication and uptake of IE findings to key policy audiences.  
Definitions and concepts

The term impact evaluation (IE) has been used in international development in a number of different ways. The four most common are: the rigorous analysis of a counterfactual; a focus on outcomes; an evaluation carried out some years after the intervention has ended, or country or sector-wide studies. NONIE’s use of the term focuses on an evaluation that uses rigorous methods (generally, statistical procedures and econometric techniques) to analyse the counterfactual, that is, what would have happened had the project never taken place or what otherwise would have been true, with a focus on the final welfare outcomes of a project for its intended beneficiaries (for example, World Bank 2006). 

There is however a lack of consensus in the field as to whether qualitative methods can be applied to IEs. Some analysts argue that wholly qualitative methods of IE can be employed, where impact is determined without using a counterfactual, and instead by an open-ended inquiry focusing on understanding processes, behaviour and conditions as they are perceived by the individuals or groups being studied (Baker, 2000). There are also approaches which use a counter-factual, and assess it using qualitative data (Ezemanari et al 1999). Critics dismiss these approaches as subjective and insufficiently rigorous to provide reliable results (e.g. ADB, 2003). However, there is a growing acceptance of the need to integrate both quantitative and qualitative approaches (e.g. Baker,2000), in order to achieve a more nuanced and rounded understanding of the impact of a particular intervention (Ezemanari et al 1999). 

Due to data limitations, this study focuses mainly on quantitative IE approaches. But we are aware of the potential value of integrating qualitative methods in IE studies, and draw on insights from our key informant interviews wherever possible in an attempt to produce a more balanced account of the field (see Section 3). 

Assumptions and requirements

Assumptions implicit in IE methodology shape the types of interventions that are amenable to IE. The intervention must deliver a discrete and homogeneous output (or we must be able to model it as such). In other words, the examined population must be split into clear “haves” and “have nots”, into a group of beneficiaries of the programme who each receive the same output, and another group that are entirely unaffected by it (White 2005). This means that there are some interventions not suitable for IEs: large scale projects such as sector-wide approaches or macro economic reforms, and interventions with difficult to define “haves” and “have-nots” such as infrastructure development. Secondly, it can be difficult to avoid contamination of the “have nots” by indirect and diffuse effects of the intervention, and there are also some cases where it is difficult to model the “haves” as each receiving the same output from the project. 

There must also be a meaningful set of indicators that can measure (amongst other things) the intended outcomes and impacts. However, some analysts question whether this is really possible, arguing that meaningful impact cannot be achieved over the short time period of most project interventions, and that issues around sustainability are not properly captured by IEs. Moreover, there are often a number of unforeseen effects of interventions which may not be picked up by the indicators chosen for measurement before a project.

Methodology 

The methodological approach adopted for this study involved the following components: 

1. An analysis of existing web-based and published literature to provide an overview of key debates about the strengths and weaknesses of impact evaluations, as well as to determine how the findings generated from impact evaluations is used by diverse policy actors – donors, developing country policy makers, civil society groups etc. 

2. A scoping study of the four main evaluation databases (Development Impact Evaluation Initiative (DIME), NONIE, Poverty Reduction and Economic Management (PREM) and Poverty Action Lab) to identify past, current and planned studies using impact evaluation methodology. More specifically this included: 

· An annotated database of studies with information on thematic, sectoral and geographic areas, and on methodologies (e.g. experimental, quasi-experimental).

· An analysis of gaps in terms of themes, sectors, geographic areas and methodologies. 

3. Telephone interviews with 23 key informants
 on impact evaluations in order to triangulate the preliminary findings from 1), to determine the extent to which the selection of impact evaluation topics is shaped by particular frameworks, as well as to discuss concrete strategies on how to ensure a more coordinated approach among donors, researchers and developing country policy actors as to the generation and use of impact evaluation studies. The informants were selected from evaluation specialists, NONIE subgroup members, and from developing country policy decision-makers and policy research organizations.

4. Regular engagement with DFID Evaluation Department staff and NONIE members to understand their priorities and objectives for this scoping paper, including a half-day discussion with NONIE subgroup 4 & 5 members on the tentative conclusions and recommendations of the draft report, especially the costs, benefits and feasibility of different coordination mechanisms to improve IE clustering, quality and uptake. 

Structure of the study 

The report is structured as follows: Section 2 presents a brief overview of some of the  key themes in the literature on impact evaluations, paying particular attention to characteristics of IEs that present either opportunities or constraints for the uptake of evaluation findings in development policy circles. It also draws on literature on the use of evaluations and research-policy linkages in order to generate some tentative hypotheses about the utilization of impact evaluation evidence. Section 3 provides an overview of major impact evaluation databases by theme/sector, geographical region, methodological approach and implementing agency, as well as an analysis of gaps in the field. Section 4 begins with a brief discussion of the theoretical literature on coordination/ network mechanisms and a review of examples of good practice in the development field. It then synthesises findings from our telephone key informants, who comprised both evaluation experts and end users of IE results from the North and South. It focuses on the potential merits and drawbacks of coordination models to strengthen the communication and uptake of evaluation findings. For readers who are primarily interested in coordination issues, we recommend turning directly to Section 4 (for which Sections 2 and 3 provide theoretical and empirical background information). Section 5 concludes the report and teases out tentative recommendations for NONIE so as to improve the coverage, quality and usage of impact evaluations. 

 Table 1: Impact Evaluation Databases

	Database
	Run By
	No. IE in DB
	Funded By
	Key Characteristics

	World Bank Development Impact Evaluation Initiative (DIME)
	World Bank; guidance by Bank’s Chief Economist
	198
	World Bank
	Database clustered by theme and region, allowing for comparative analysis of results (exportable); provides links to paper when available.

Themes: conditional cash transfers, early childhood development, education service delivery, HIV/AIDS treatment & prevention, local development, malaria, rural roads, rural electrification, urban upgrading, and youth service and training programs.

	NONIE
	NONIE Secretariat (hosted by World Bank IEG)
	30
	DFID, IOB and IEG (1st year); BMZ, NORAD and Sida (additional)
	Database (exportable) of impact evaluations conducted by NONIE network members; not clustered; key characteristics of each study provided (methodology, key findings, data set, etc.)

	Poverty Reduction and Economic Management (PREM)
	World Bank
	200
	World Bank
	Database (exportable) is searchable by country, region, sector, time period, methodology, and project category; provides summary information of each study and links to the paper when available.

	Abdul Latif Jameel Poverty Action Lab (JPAL)
	JPAL
	29 


	Non-project based financial contributions
	Database of specifically randomized trial impact evaluations; sorted by theme, researcher, region and status.

Also provides access to datasets generated during evaluations.


2. Overview of IE trends and debates

There are a number of features of impact evaluations which are relevant for how they are used in practice. These include methodological rigour, the types of questions to which IEs are best suited, high resource requirements, and tensions around the supply and demand for IE evidence.  

First, IEs provide a stark and easy-to-understand indication of whether an intervention is achieving the goals towards which it strives. Attributing a particular effect on outcomes to a particular programme and intervention gives a clear credible and intuitively appealing signal about a programme’s worth, and constitutes easily communicable evidence in line with decision-makers’ needs (such as cost-benefit analysis, etc) (Orr 1999). 
However, there is some concern as to whether IEs answer the right kind of questions, and whether this ‘attribution’ can be made in a useful way. Some critics of IE highlight what they call the problem of the ‘black box’ and argue that while IEs are well-placed to answer questions such as ‘what change did an intervention bring about?’, they are not well suited to address questions such as ‘why did an intervention have that effect?’ (Bloom 2006). Moreover, although comparing changes with the counterfactual of an absence of a particular intervention, may not be as useful as comparing a certain programme to alternative programmes. That is, a programme might perform well relative to doing nothing, but badly compared to some feasible alternative (Ravallion 2005).

In addition, there are problems of context and causal chains. Some commentators emphasise the importance of context, arguing that exogenous and institutional factors are crucial to the success of interventions. This is a challenge to the validity of generalising results from an IE, replicating projects and ‘scaling up’ activities. Various contextual factors may play an important role in what effect a project has, and without a detailed understanding of why the project had a particular impact, the external validity of the IE is decreased. In defence of IE, advocates argue that they are not intended to be ‘stand alone’ evaluations, and these issues can be addressed by supplementing IEs with qualitative methods and other evaluation approaches (Ezemanari et al. 1999).
 

Designing and conducting IEs requires high levels of scientific and professional expertise (Bloom 2006). It has been observed that this degree of technical sophistication is “often lacking” in the field of applied development (Levine and Savedoff 2006). Rather, the expertise required exists at present in only a limited number of institutions, largely in Northern contexts (Bloom 2006, Foresti 2007). This, combined with the high financial costs of carrying out data collection for IEs (baseline data, data on comparison groups, and information about impacts and outcomes rather than just project inputs and outputs), has led to IEs being a largely Northern-driven enterprise.

Lastly, the evidence provided by IEs is likely to be most useful and relevant when designing a new project, and when seeking funding for a project (Evaluation gap working group, 2006). In order to carry out a rigorous IE certain requirements must be built into the project design, as well as the data collection activities. These two facts are in tension with the fact that it is rare for evaluation to be a major concern at the outset of a project, and there are few incentives to undertake such evaluations (ibid.).In addition, the results of IEs only become available after programmes are completed, which is not the most useful approach for improving practice (Foresti 2007). Rather, it may be more conducive to improving policy and practice by making learning an ongoing task, and adapting programmes as they unfold.

The use of IEs

Perhaps unsurprisingly, there is little analysis in the literature of how IEs are used in the field of international development. There is however a general recognition that IEs have been under-used to date for a number of reasons (e.g. Evaluation gap working group 2006 and Levine), including: 

· The lack of technical skills and capacities to undertake IEs

· The general lack of real commitment to evaluation and learning, especially in contexts of tight resource constraints. 

· The diffuse nature of the benefits of IEs, which has resulted in a general acknowledgement that they represent a public good, but limited incentive structures for a single institution to undertake them.

· Incentives for ignorance: decision makers have more discretion to choose a strategic direction when less is known about what works, and there are disincentives to finding and communicating ‘bad news’.

To these limitations we would add the following tentative hypotheses, based on the defining characteristics of IEs outlined above, and drawing on research findings on the use of evaluation evidence as well as broader insights from the literature on bridging research and policy. 

Lesson learning and accountability

Evaluations (including IEs) can have two key objectives: proving the impact of the intervention (accountability – either ‘upward’ or ‘downward’), or improving practice (lesson learning) (Bird 2002). Where lesson learning is the priority, emphasis is often on achieving ‘buy-in’ from stakeholders, the focus is often on processes, and timeliness is a particularly important factor (OECD DAC 2001). Where upward accountability is the priority, the virtues of rigour, independence and efficiency are the primary concerns. Downward accountability requires an approach that takes into account the information needs of the community.

IE fits the requirements for upward accountability relatively well. It provides rigorous, straightforward and objective evidence proving the effects of a programme. Nevertheless, the fact that people involved in the management of interventions tend to want to over-emphasise its success in these contexts (Bird 2002) may lead them to choose another methodology. IEs similarly have strengths and weaknesses in terms of  evaluating programmes for downward accountability. On the one hand, the technical requirements for conducting IEs may make them quite removed from project beneficiaries. However, on the other hand, sound/reliable statistical data on ‘whether a programme works’ (if transparently made available and explained, including its limitations) can be a very effective tool for ‘downward accountability’, i,e. to inform people about how money is being spent and the likelihood of different types of results. 

In terms of lesson learning, the perceived ‘black box’ problems associated with IE mean that it may not be seen by many as answering the right sort of questions (i.e. not answering why an intervention had the effects it did), but also trust and buy-in may be difficult to achieve while IE is Northern-driven, and where it is carried out by independent bodies. The timing of the production of IE results may also cause problems. 

Types of evaluation use

Many studies have examined the types of use of evaluation evidence. Sandison (2006) outlines four types of use: instrumental use involves the direct implementation of findings and recommendations; conceptual use involves evaluations trickling down into the organisation in the form of new ideas and concepts; process (learning) use involves learning on the part of the people and management involved in the evaluation; and legitimising use corroborates a decision or understanding that the organisation already holds, providing an independent reference. There are also three categories of mis-use: ritual use, mis-use and non-use, all of which highlight the importance of transparency of evaluation results if they are to be effective for lesson learning and accountability purposes. 

IE seems particularly well suited to instrumental use (in particular for justifying funding), and for legitimising use. However, unfortunately instrumental use is very rare (ibid.), and in many organisations legitimising use can fade into a mere ritual, for which the objectivity of IEs may not be well-suited.

Bridging research and policy

The literature on the uptake of research in policy debates and processes highlights at least three key ingredients of success: the importance of sensitivity to political and policy contexts (both domestic and regional or international), quality evidence and strong and diverse linkages between knowledge generators, translators and users (e.g. Court and Young, 2005). This framework has been adapted to the utilisation of evaluations by Sandison (2005), and emphasises the following:  

· Contextual factors that affect utilisation include political dynamics, the need for organisations to protect their reputation for funding, and external pressure for change.

· Quality factors involve the design and planning of the evaluation, including the level of participation by potential policy and civil society end users, the quality of the evidence (it should be credible and rigorous but also accessible and relevant, and include follow up mechanisms), and the credibility of the evaluator.  

· Relational factors include trust and the development of informal and informal linkages between and among evaluators and end users, such as networks or communities of practice. They may also include organisational factors that promote utilisation such as organisational culture (valuing learning and performance is important), structural factors including accountability mechanisms and links to decision-makers, and knowledge management mechanisms. 

In sum, this brief overview of the literature suggests that in order to improve uptake of IEs, a number of key challenges need to be addressed, including human and financial resource constraints, limited linkages between evaluators and stakeholders, weak incentive structures by political and programme leaders to undertake and use evaluation evidence, weak knowledge management mechanisms in the field, and the limited applicability of narrowly defined IEs to certain types of policy questions. Four areas emerge from the literature as ways to improve the use and policy influence of impact evaluations: capacity building would increase the number and quality of IEs undertaken, and improve their policy influence; engagement with users of evaluations, particularly in the South, would enhance the potential for instrumental use of IEs; clustering studies would help address ‘black box’ issues and strengthen the IE knowledge base; and, knowledge management activities such as targeted dissemination and publishing failures would enhance the use and influence of IEs. How these areas can best be addressed through better coordination among donors, development practitioners and policy and civil society end users in the field of international development will be explored in more depth in the following sections.  

3. Impact evaluation database analysis – coverage and gaps

Overview

In order to assess the thematic/sectoral, geographical and methodological coverage of existing impact evaluation studies, we constructed a database comprised of 250 studies selected from the four main impact evaluation websites: World Bank DIME (Development Impact Evaluation initiative), NONIE (Network of Network Impact Evaluation Initiative), PREM (Poverty Reduction and Economic Management), JPAL (Poverty Action Lab). Our database comprises only those studies that were publicly available through these websites at the time of our research.
 Moreover, only those evaluations employing rigorous IE methodologies, i.e. Randomization, Propensity Score Matching, Pipeline Comparison, Simulated counterfactual, Single Difference, Difference-in-difference or Instrumental Variables, were included.  

IEs from the WB PREM and NONIE were automatically exported to an excel document through an export function available on their respective websites. However, in keeping with the above selection criteria and due to a dearth of consistent information in the NONIE database on the methods employed, only 16 out of the 29 automatically exported NONIE studies were included.  The PREM and DIME draw from the same database of IE studies (The Poverty Impact Evaluation Database), hence there is a large degree of overlap between the two.
 In this case and in other cases in which the same IE study was found on multiple websites, the study was included only once in our database sample. In the case of JPAL, which lacks an automatic export function, studies were individually selected according to the above criteria. 

Graph 1 provides a picture of the distribution of IEs across the database created for the purpose of this study. The largest proportion of studies comes from the PREM/DIME database (75%). JPAL follows with 12%, studies found across the PREM/DIME/JPAL websites represent 7% of our database and NONIE studies represent 6% of the total.

We categorised our sample by sector and sub-sector, geographical region and implementing agency as follows. 

	Sector 
	Sub-category 

	Social Development 
	Social Protection

Education

Women’s Empowerment

Community Development

	Public Sector Management
	Political Reservations

Decentralisation

Corruption

Community Participation 

	Rural-Urban Development/ Infrastructure
	Infrastructure

Urban Development

Water & Sanitation 

	Private Sector Development/ Microfinance
	Privatisation

Microfinance

Private Sector Development

	Health 
	Subsidization of Public Health goods

Indoor Pollution

Healthcare services 

Deworming

Iron Deficiencies

Family Planning

HIV/AIDS

Child Malnutrition

	Agriculture 
	Bt Cotton Pesticide Use

Vegetable/Fishpond Technologies

Agricultural Training

	Other 
	R&D

Racial Discrimination

Social Interaction

Pricing in product use

	Region 
	Sub-regions

	Africa 
	

	Asia 
	SE Asia

East Asia (i.e. China) 

Western Asia 

South Asia 

	Latin America
	

	Eastern Europe 
	

	USA
	

	Agencies 
	

	World Bank

	

	MIT
	

	DFID
	

	IADB
	

	IFAD
	

	JBIC
	

	JICA
	


The output of the PREM export function provided us with an initial guideline with regard  to the types of sectors to use for our categorisation purposes, based on multiple key words (e.g. Conditional Cash Transfers, Education, Primary Education, Health, Nutrition and Population, Child Nutrition). By contrast, our database defines each study on the basis of one sector and one subcategory only in order to avoid double counting. Given the sometime blurred boundaries between categories (e.g. within the Social Protection subcategory IEs often focus on education, health and poverty outcomes), another analyst might choose to categorise the studies somewhat differently and this should be  kept in mind when analyzing our findings/graphs. 

a. Agency Coverage

The World Bank is the undisputed leader in the field of IEs, followed by MIT and the Inter-American Development Bank. However, it is important to point out that although studies found across the PREM/DIME/JPAL websites are classified as World Bank-implemented IEs (i.e. WB as the agency), the World Bank’s role in relation to these is rather heterogeneous. The Bank’s involvement has ranged from direct undertaking of the impact evaluation intervention to providing support in its implementation, involving a variety of other academic and development institutions. As graph 4a illustrates, however, this simplification can be justified by the fact that the World Bank was the leading agency for the highest number of studies drawn from the PREM/DIME database (44%). 

In terms of NONIE, the leading agency is the undisputed leader is the IADB (82%), with JICA, DFID and JBIC representing just 6% each (see Graph 6).  

b. Sectoral Coverage 

The largest proportion of impact evaluations in our database have been carried out in the Social Development sector (55%) (see Graph 2). This is followed by Private Sector Development/Microfinance (14%), Urban-Rural Development and Infrastructure (11%), Health (7%) and Public Sector Management (6%). Agriculture represents only 2% of the total. For each sector, Graphs 2a and 2b offer a further breakdown of the total number of IE studies across more specific areas of interest, providing a sense of the most highly concentrated subcategories, as follows:

· Social Development: Social Protection and Education (86 and 47/ 138)

· Private Sector Development/Microfinance: Microfinance (23/35) and Privatisation (of public water provision mainly) (10/35) 

· Urban-Rural Development and Infrastructure: Infrastructure (15/27) i.e. Roads/ Irrigation

· Public Sector Management: Decentralisation and Political Reservations (5/14 for each)

· Health: Deworming, HIV/AIDS, Healthcare services, Subsidization of Public Health Goods (3/18 for each)

· Agriculture: Training (4/6)

Overall and within Social Development, Social Protection (63%) and Education (34%) are the subcategories with the highest percentage of studies, as Graphs 2a and 2c show. Given both the relevance and the broadness of these two subcategories, one additional classification highlights the key topics that these IEs specifically deal with. The following table shows this detail: 
Table 2: Impact Evaluation Topics in the Social Development Field
	Sub-category of Social Development
	Key Topics

	Social Protection
	Food Transfers

Cash Transfers

Social Funds

Labor Markets and Employment

Social Insurance

Childcare Programmes

Food Aid

	Education


	 Food Transfers(for Education)

Cash Transfers (for Education)

Social Funds

Scholarships

Vouchers

Cash grants for Schools

Non-formal education (NGO programmes/Participatory Education)

Pre-primary 




Graph 2d illustrates how, within the Social Protection subcategory, the most common evaluations are those focusing on the impact of Cash Transfers (46%), and the effects on a variety of outcomes ranging from consumption, health, nutrition and schooling to poverty and inequality. Furthermore, a single programme, the Mexican conditional cash transfer program Progresa, accounts for approximately 20% of the total number of IEs in Social Protection (graph 2e). IEs related to Labor Markets and Employment and Social Funds follow, representing 21% and 14% of the total respectively. The former generally consists of public work programs introduced by governments aiming at responding to rising levels of unemployment (e.g. Active Labor Market Programmes in Eastern Europe). The latter include poverty-alleviating funds that generally aim at enhancing the population’s access to basic services (e.g. Bolivian Investment Fund, Emergency Social Investment Fund of Nicaragua, Honduras Social Investment Fund). Social Insurance accounts for 9% of the studies in social protection and draws extensively on the Chinese and Vietnamese government-implemented health insurance schemes. IEs of Childcare programmes, Food Aid and Food Transfers together add up to 10% of the total number of studies. 

As graph 2f illustrates, within the Education subcategory, the majority of IEs relate to school feeding programmes (14%) followed by studies analyzing the impact of the provision of Scholarships (10%) and jointly by those assessing the effects of Cash Transfers and School Vouchers on a number of educational outcomes (6%).

Graphs 2g and 2h shed some light upon the limited role covered by non-formal education and pre-schooling in our database. Non-governmental educational programmes such as those run by NGOs and programmes placing special emphasis on parent-teacher partnerships in schools (participatory education) roughly account for 10% of the total number of studies in education. Similarly, only 10% of the studies in this subcategory include pre-primary education as an area of focus of their evaluations.
c. Geographical Coverage

In terms of geographical coverage, the highest concentration of IEs can be found in Latin America (graph 3), and particularly in the sectors of Social Development (77/138)
, Rural-Urban Infrastructure (14/27) and Private Sector Development/Microfinance (12/35). South Asia and South East Asia jointly add up to 27% of the total, while Africa accounts for 14%, followed by Eastern Europe (6%). China represents only 3% of the IEs in our database.

In terms of Sector-Region breakdown (graph 3a), despite the strong focus on Sub-Saharan Africa by the international development community, the thematic focus of IEs in Africa is also relatively narrow. Health represents approximately 50% of the total number of studies in the region, followed by Social Development, Private Sector Development/Microfinance and Public Sector Management. China’s representation in our database is similarly narrow, relating to Social Development and Private Sector Development/Microfinance. Within the former, 2 out of the 5 IEs assess the impact of China’s rural health insurance program (Social Protection), while the two microfinance studies evaluate the Southwest China Poverty Reduction Project.

d. Methodological Approaches and Agency Preferences

Experimental methods (i.e. randomization) are used in 32% of the IEs; we classified as “Other” any non-randomized methodology that responds to our rigorous selection criteria (Graph 5). Graphs 5a and 5b confirm on average this finding across the 7 sectors (with only Agriculture adopting a non-randomized approach in all IEs). Furthermore, graph 5c illustrates how only the World Bank-led IEs respect this ratio between randomized and non-randomized evaluations, with MIT predominantly adopting a randomized methodology and the remaining agencies a non-experimental approach.

e. Analysis of Evaluation Gaps

An analysis of gaps in existing IEs suggests that there is a significant dearth of attention to the following areas: 

1. Agricultural development:  the database includes only 6 studies on agriculture (2% of the total number of IEs). While one assesses the introduction of a variety of OGM cotton (Bt) in Argentina and another the impact of Green Revolution technologies across Bangladesh (vegetable and fishpond technologies), the majority of these studies focus on training programmes for farmers in Indonesia, Peru and Nepal. 

2. Environmental protection: there were no studies in the database relating to environmental protection interventions. 

3. Health: the limited role played by this sector (7%) must be weighed against its blurred boundaries with the sector/subcategory of Social Development/Social Protection. Indeed, papers analyzing the impact of conditional cash transfers/social funds are not included within the ‘Health’ sector but are classified as ‘Social Protection’ although they might assess the impact on health outcomes (e.g. child and maternal nutrition). This can explain the presence in our database of only one IE on child malnutrition (1/18). As previously highlighted, overall our database focuses predominantly on non-killer diseases (worms and iron deficiencies), with only 3 IEs focusing specifically on HIV/AIDS. There is one study related to malaria prevention (in Kenya) although its focus is on the trade-off between free and partial subsidization of insecticide-treated nets. This relative dearth of studies in the area of killer diseases can be assessed against the issues rising in relation to randomized trials in the provision of treatment to patients. Ethics clearly act as a hindrance to carrying out experimental evaluations of HART or anti-malaria therapies.

4. Gender: the database includes only 3 IEs which are directly linked to gender equality interventions (approximately 1%). More specifically, the following are assessed: 1) the effects - in terms of assets, labour and agricultural inputs - of financial assistance to indigenous women’s organisations in Kenya; 2) the effects of the Chinese Population Control and Community Development Project (1993) on both economic and social capital of beneficiary women; 3) the impact of women’s participation in the District Poverty Initiative Program (DPIP, 2000) in India on a set of outcomes related to women’s control over household resources. Additionally, there are 5 gender-related IEs (representation in local government [Gram Panchayats] in India) although our database classifies them within the Public Sector Management sector since the focus is on the impact of political reservations. 

4. Coordinating and Using IEs

Impact evaluation has been characterized by exponential growth over recent years. Political pressure to demonstrate intervention results to donors and governments has driven impact evaluation to the forefront of development aid as a rigorous means of demonstrating impact, but as can be expected within such a rapidly changing field, coordination efforts have been limited and difficult to achieve. Informal networks of coordination have developed as the field has grown, but formal coordination mechanisms are still relatively weak and involve only a limited number and range of stakeholders. This section therefore focuses on potential coordination mechanisms that could be adopted to address this. We begin with a brief discussion of theoretical literature on coordination models and their functions, and present examples of effective networks concerned with evaluations and their use in policy and practice in other fields. We then turn to an analysis of key informant views of the purpose of impact evaluations and the form a network in the field could best take, drawing on their experiences in diverse Northern and Southern contexts. 
a. Coordination models: purpose, structure and process 

The literature on networks argues that any discussion about appropriate network forms  (or other types of coordination) must begin with a consideration of the network’s purpose (e.g. Mendizabal, 2006). What type (knowledge/skills, attitudinal, behavioural, organizational or system-level culture) of outcomes are sought at different levels? Desired changes may include shifts in attitudes, skills, knowledge and behaviour at the individual level through to changes in relationships, service provision, resource use and generation and system functioning at the inter-organisational level (Ramalingam, 2007). In the case of NONIE, for instance, priority outcomes appear to be concentrated at the organizational and inter-organisational level, and aim to improve organizational culture and system functioning (through clustering, improved knowledge management and engagement with end users), and service provision (through information dissemination and capacity building). The purpose of coordination should in turn shape the structure that any network or other coordination mechanism takes, as well as the process to be followed in achieving such coordination. As can be seen in Table 3 below, whereas networks aim to promote dialogue, common understanding and serve as a clearing house for information and require only low key leadership and loose linkages, collaborative initiatives which aim to accomplish a shared vision and impact benchmarks require more formal linkages, roles and a significant degree of leadership. The process involved in such collaboration is both more time and resource-demanding than that entailed in established and facilitating a network. 
 Table: Continuum of Coordination Mechanisms

[image: image1.emf]
Source: Hogue, 1994, referenced in Ramalingam, 2007. 
b. Examples of good practice

Although there is a dearth of comparative literature on this issue, a number of good practice cases from the social science, humanitarian and agricultural research fields provide empirical examples as to how a network like NONIE could be structured so as to achieve a more joined up approach to the design and use of impact evaluations.  These examples range from quite centralized models with intensive leadership requirements to more decentralized approaches that prioritise end-user involvement and community-level capacity building. 

The Campbell Collaboration (C2), which aims to produce and disseminate systematic reviews of studies on the effectiveness of social and behavioural interventions for policy makers, practitioners and the public, follows a centralized collaboration model with a clearly defined shared vision. C2 focuses on a limited number of audience-differentiated products (systematic reviews and meta-analyses, synopses of findings for end users and a web-based database of all studies reviewed) and invests heavily in knowledge management. It follows a multi-layered organizational model that has a high degree of leadership in the form of a steering group that oversees general strategy and operations, and a secretariat responsible for coordination and dissemination activities. There is however scope for more specialized thematic and methodological experts to participate in topic-specific coordinating groups and methods groups aimed at quality control, as well as end users (researchers, professionals, policy makers etc.) through C2 Review Groups to oversee the design and end results of systematic reviews.

ALNAP (the Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance in Humanitarian Action) provides a more horizontal model, convening 57 diverse membership groups including donors, NGOs, the Red Cross/Crescent movement, UN agencies and academics. ALNAP’s purpose is to facilitate learning and accountability to improve humanitarian practice, with core activities focusing on evaluation synthesis, dissemination of annual reviews of humanitarian practice, and maintenance of a database. Additional activities of mutual interest to some members are carried out as ‘project activities’ (requiring board approval) or ‘linked activities’ (requiring steering group approval but funded separately) in order to maintain political neutrality and credibility, while catering to different interests and demand for different types of products within the Network. This type of flexibility is further reflected in the membership structure of the Network which allows for different membership levels depending on commitment and resources.
 
PROLINNOVA (Promoting Local Innovation in ecologically-oriented agriculture and natural resource management) similarly aims at building a global learning network, but in response to the dynamics of indigenous knowledge, emphasizes community-led initiatives and capacity strengthening for farmers to build on local innovation. The initiative builds on and seeks to scale up local ideas that are further developed through a participatory process that integrates indigenous and scientific knowledge. In order to achieve this purpose, the structure of the network is highly decentralized. A national steering group in each participating country comprised of government officers, researchers, extension workers and farmers groups serves as a secretariat, and is supported by an international support team. To ensure accountability to constituents and donors an Oversight Group functions as a governance mechanism for the international programme and is comprised of diverse stakeholders from the North and South.
  
c. Impact Evaluation Coordination Experiences and Challenges
Although newer and generally less well established than the networks discussed above, a number of coordination mechanisms have already been established in the field of impact evaluation. These include efforts at information sharing and dissemination (PREM/DIME, JPAL, UN Evaluation Group, 3IE, NONIE), capacity building (World Bank and JPAL), establishing a community of practice (UN), developing quality standards (World Bank and UN) and partnering with developing countries (World Bank, JPAL, 3IE), details of which are presented in Table 4. 

In order to assess how NONIE can best build on and complement these existing efforts, and provide added value to impact evaluation coordination efforts, we undertook 23 key informant interviews with evaluation experts, development practitioners and end users from both developed (n=17) and developing countries (n=6) (see Appendix 3 for a complete list of interviewees).
 Informants were selected based on their experience in the field, or experience with agency coordination in another field, identified through either their prominence in the literature, their agency involvement, or on recommendation from another informant (using a snowballing technique). The following discussion presents these findings, including perceived strengths and weaknesses in the field currently, perceptions about the purpose of coordination, questions about methodology, and views on ways to improve the utilization of IEs through various coordination mechanisms. It pays particular attention to similarities and differences between key informant perspectives from the North and South in an attempt to present a more international picture.
Table 4: Existing coordination mechanisms

	Organisation
	Identified Coordination Model
	Details of Practice

	3IE
	Coordinated Information Sharing

Coordinated Dissemination

(Voluntary) Joint Review Process

Coordinating IE with planning, policy making, programming questions/problems to be solved

	Independent entity ideally located in developing countries to help support impact evaluations in developing countries.  Key functions and activities include:  Identification of high priority questions for possible impact evaluation; support to evaluations demonstrating demand and involvement of institutions in developing countries; funding of new proposals from developing countries for impact evaluations; sharing knowledge about impact evaluation methodology and results; use of expert groups for guidance on IE standards of adoption and review IE using standards; promotion of capacity building i.e. enable countries to do and use IE.

The proposed obligations of membership fall into three categories: i) providing funds, ii) sharing information (Information-sharing comprises several required and voluntary commitments. Members are obligated to enter the design of new impact studies in a prospective registry so that initiated studies can be followed. Members will enter completed impact evaluations that meet 3IE criteria into a database that would classify findings by sector, intervention, and methodology. Submitted impact evaluations may be reviewed in efforts to synthesize and aggregate evidence from studies on similar topics. On a voluntary basis, members could submit impact evaluation designs for review and feedback. As a benefit unique to members, there would be no additional fee associated with technical review of study designs ) and iii) participation.  

	DAC Network on Development Evaluation
	Coordinated Information Sharing (Meta-analysis)

Quality Standards

Joint Review

Community of Practice

Joint Evaluations

Capacity Building


	The mandate of the DAC Network on Development Evaluation is to: Strengthen the exchange of information, experience and co-operation on evaluation among Network members and, as appropriate, with development evaluation partners, with a view to: i) improving the evaluation activities of individual members; ii) 
encouraging harmonisation and  standardisation of methodological and conceptual frameworks; iii) 
facilitating co-ordination of major evaluation studies; 
encouraging development of new methods in evaluation and  best practice, iv) contributing to improved development effectiveness by: synthesising and extracting policy, strategic and operational lessons from evaluations for consideration by the DAC and the wider development community; 
promoting joint or co-ordinated evaluations and studies undertaken by individual members; v) providing advice and support to DAC and its subsidiary bodies, notably on peer reviews, development results and aid effectiveness, and vi) promoting and supporting evaluation capacity development in partner countries. 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            Improving networking and information sharing among the 30 Network members and among the wider evaluation community is central to the work of the Evaluation Network. As such, since May 2005, the Network have developed both this website and the DAC Evaluation Resource Centre (DEReC). This site explains the aims and objectives of the DAC Network on Development evaluation, current work priorities and initiatives, as well as details of work of member agencies.
DEReC is an online resource centre containing development evaluation reports and guidelines published by the Network and its 30 bilateral and multilateral members. DEReC is designed as a one stop shop for use by Network members, NGOs, civil society and other development organisations, researchers, academics and the wider evaluation community to find and access key evaluation publications and reports.      

	Evaluation Cooperation Group

	Coordinated Information Sharing

Quality of Practice

Community of Practice


	Established by the heads of evaluation in multilateral development banks in 1996 to:
 (i) works to strengthen cooperation among evaluators and (ii) seeks to harmonize evaluation methodology in its member institutions, so as to enable improved comparability of evaluation results while taking into account the differing circumstances of each institution.  Harmonization in the ECG includes increased information sharing and improved understanding of commonalities and differences in evaluation policies, procedures, methods and practices and is not interpreted by members as “standardization of evaluation policies and practices.”  To harmonize is “to bring into consonance or accord.”  It allows for different voices and diversity among institutions in their quest to achieve good practice standards.  

	International Organisation for Cooperation in Evaluation (OECE)

	Community of Practice
	IOCE is a loose alliance of regional and national evaluation organisations (associations, societies and networks) from around the world that collaborate to: 

• build evaluation leadership and capacity in developing countries, 
• foster the cross-fertilisation of evaluation theory and practice around the world, 
• address international challenges in evaluation, and 
• assist the evaluation profession to take a more global approach to contributing to the identification and solution of world problems.

	JPAL
	Coordinated Information Sharing

Dissemination

Partnership with developing country programmes

Capacity Building

	Regional offices to disseminate J-PAL’s message and findings more effectively, lobby for the scale-up of successful results, and build the long-term relationships that are key to this effort.

J-PAL formally launched J-PAL South Asia, based at the Institute for Financial Management and Research in Chennai, in July 2007. The formal launch of J-PAL Europe, which is based at the Paris School of Economics, is planned for Winter 2007-08.

	NONIE

	Information Sharing

Coordinated Dissemination
	

	UN Evaluation Group
	Information Sharing


Coordinated dissemination 


Quality Standards

Community of Practice
	The United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) is a professional network that brings together the units responsible for evaluation in the UN system including specialized agencies, funds, programmes and affiliated organisations. UNEG currently has 43 such members.

UNEG aims to strengthen the objectivity, effectiveness and visibility of the evaluation function across the UN system and to advocate the importance of evaluation for learning, decision making and accountability.
 UNEG provides a forum for members to share experiences and information, discuss the latest evaluation issues and promote simplification and harmonisation of reporting practices.

Chaired by the UNDP, UNEG is supported by an Executive Secretary and the UNEG Secretariat. Full details on UNEG’s governance and ways of working are outlined in the UNEG Principles of Working Together (adopted at UNEG's AGM 2007).



	World Bank (PREM/

DIME)
	Information Sharing


Coordinated dissemination 


Capacity Building

Quality Standards

Partnering with Developing Countries
	Aims to:
-strengthen the use of evaluation for greater effectiveness and accountability, 
-share lessons from evaluations and contribute to their dissemination, 
-harmonize performance indicators and evaluation methodologies and approaches, 
-enhance evaluation professionalism within the multilateral development banks and to collaborate with the heads of evaluation units of bilateral and multilateral development organizations, and 
-facilitate the involvement of borrowing member countries in evaluation and build their evaluation capacity. 


Conceptualising IE 
Key informants painted a picture of the field of IE as one that lacks consensus as to how, when and where IE is best applied. One interviewee even claimed that IE is akin to “a methodology in search of application.” While increasing coordination amongst agencies was identified as important, it is important to begin by acknowledging the substantial concerns that were raised that coordination efforts for greater use of IE not become a homogenizing force. Developing country key informants in particular emphasized the need to situate IE more strategically within the broad context of evaluation, given its growing dominance in the field of international development. Randomised control trials were spoken of as becoming the “gold standard” in IE, despite previous attempts in the past decade to dispel the notion of a “gold standard” for evaluation. Informants felt that the powerful actors involved in RCT for IE run the risk of methodological narrowing. Developing countries often look on rigorous IE as the same as evaluation because the most prominent donor voices are promoting IE; therefore, developing countries will often request an IE as a result of its prominence and political importance, rather than based on a conviction that it is the most applicable type of evaluation. Other informants from developing countries described the growing frequency of decision makers being approached by donors saying that the only means of producing rigorous evidence is through IE. Concerns were voiced that the growth of the IE field not occur at the expense of methodological pluralism and the promotion of rigour across all methods.  

Methodological complementarity

The need for complementarity of methodological approaches was emphasized by informants, particularly those with a developing country perspective. There is considerable scope for increasing the role of mixed methods approaches to evaluation, such as developments regarding Q2 approaches. As the IE field grows and begins to work in new sectors, qualitative depth of understanding will become particularly important (e.g. understanding intra-household dynamics when evaluating women’s empowerment interventions). Informants discussed the rapid growth of IE thus far spurring innovation through competition over resources; concerns were raised that continued growth and development of coordinated efforts and quality standards not diminish innovation, and that qualitative complementarity be encouraged to a greater degree. 

IE utilization

Overall informants emphasized that considerations of use were critical to understand so as to be able to develop means of coordination that effectively contribute to improving the uptake of IE. Drawing on their own experiences, informants identified the following drivers of and challenges to the uptake of IE findings at three different levels: the policy level for strategic development planning (i.e. evidence-based funding of major initiatives), the project level (e.g. to pilot and evaluate innovative programs), and as a global public good through the compilation and sharing of evidence. .
Drivers of uptake

Given limited documentation about the dissemination and use of IE findings, the case of good practice cited by multiple key informants was the IE of the well-known Mexican cash transfer programme, Progresa (Opportunidades). The Progresa evaluation was commissioned by policy makers and the resulting rigorous evidence base was strategically used to maintain the programme in the face of political change. The programme has since been implemented across the country and is now being replicated in other country contexts. Rapid dissemination of the program was felt to be driven by the rigorous evidence base, which allowed it to be upheld as a clear success in multiple contexts and discussed widely in research and media publications. Successful policy uptake experiences regarding an IE of the education sector in Ghana have further shown the necessity of two pre-conditions: early stakeholder engagement and the production of messages with obvious policy implications. Such conditions are of course necessary but not sufficient. In a Bangladesh health and nutrition sector IE conducted by the World Bank, despite clear policy relevance and wide stakeholder involvement, debates sparked by the evaluation hindered the uptake of the results. The comparison of these experiences suggests that the rigorous nature of IE findings can create a powerful consensus, but alternately, can also spur contentious debate. These experiences in IE provide an important baseline understanding of the process of uptake, identifying necessary but not sufficient conditions for uptake. Substantial attention still needs to be devoted to developing a greater understanding of the process of uptake of IE findings in policy-making. 

Barriers to uptake

One of the most significant impediments to the uptake of IE in policy decision-making processes identified by respondents was the gap between research and operational programming. While efforts to engage policy makers from the beginning stages of evaluations are growing, many informants still emphasized the considerable disconnect between the needs of researchers and the operational needs of programme implementers.  This gap is largely manifested through: misalignment between policy and programme decision-making time scales and the time intensive process of IE; neglect of programme process learning in results-oriented IE, and the inaccessibility of complex research findings (without clear policy recommendations). As with efforts to facilitate evidence-based policy making more generally, IE uptake must contend with the competing demands under which policy decisions are made. Informants emphasized that donors and policy makers make decisions based on many factors apart from evidence, including maintaining historical program funding and political priority issues, and the practice of using evidence-based and non-evidence based information to lobby for a particular intervention.  

Informants also emphasized the underlying problems deriving from the weak institutionalisation of evidence-informed policy making in many developing country governments. Informants from Peru, for instance, contrasted the greater responsiveness of NGOs to evaluations and utilizing results feedback in their programming with a dearth of state structures to ensure responsiveness to evidence and evaluation results. In Peru and elsewhere these discrepancies reflect poor information flows within developing country institutions, largely due to inefficiency, poor institutional memory, and a lack of transparency. In many cases, evaluation results are often sequestered within government institutions, hidden from the accountability of the public sphere. The externally driven nature of the IE field can exacerbate resistance from developing country institutions to take on board evaluation results. Without tangible benefits for policymakers, IE is often approached defensively. In addition, professional disincentives to publish negative results were acutely described by the majority of informants, creating a highly pressurized results-oriented, rather than leaning culture. Additionally, uptake was felt to be significantly hindered by a lack of ownership of evaluation questions and design. Too often, IEs are commissioned externally and seen by many programme/policy implementers as an imposed additional commitment to be fulfilled, after which there is a return to business as usual. 
Informants suggested that facilitating the uptake of IE must address these obstacles through: designing IE for utilization from the beginning, increasing end-user ownership of the IE by consulting with potential policy and civil society audiences throughout the process, and supporting follow-up activities, including the dissemination of clear policy relevant messages. Although some purists feared that greater communication with end users could affect the eventual findings, overall there was greater support for iterative evaluations as these can increase actors’ stake in the results and allow end-users to conceptualize the usage of findings in their particular context, increasing the likelihood of their uptake.  

d. Potential models of collaboration

To be successful, coordination initiatives must strike a careful balance between the costs and benefits of different coordination mechanisms, and be driven by the degree to which they will effectively improve the uptake and use of IE. “Collaboration for evaluations has to be driven by use. The enduring collaborations are those that are useful to those involved. The key to achieving this is setting up mechanisms for feedback about what is useful (MQP).”  In addition, our key informant interviews identified a number of other cross-cutting issues relevant to the creation of new coordination mechanisms. 
Quality standards

One of the important benefits of coordination is the development and support of quality standards; in coordination models such as joint agency review of the IE process, common IE products (e.g. shared baseline data), coordinated products (i.e. IE in a single sector, but many countries), and joint IE, a degree of methodological consensus must be developed in the process of coordination. Through discussion and coordination of methodologies, quality standards can be created and operationalised through coordinated efforts. 
Informants, however, highlighted that the difficulty with quality standards lies not with their establishment, but in their operation. In the past quality standards (e.g. DAC criteria) have been implemented in a fairly nebulous way (e.g. reduced to rating scales). The value of their use in practice has been further diluted by political pressures to produce high quality evaluations; i.e. while quality standards may appear as effective measures on paper, in practice, evaluators are often constrained to honestly rate an evaluation as less than high quality. Furthermore, as discussed above, the current lack of transparency in discussing failed IE exacerbates this issue. Therefore, establishing effective quality standards in practice may first necessitate the establishment of a culture of trust and learning within the network. It was suggested that this might begin with building a matrix of existing quality standards utilized by agencies, and initiating a discussion that adequately addresses the political contingencies placed upon existing standards. The establishment of quality standards must also be carefully balanced with the need to allow methodological innovation to occur through agency independence. In this regard, informants expressed concern that coordination efforts not become a means of mechanizing or centralizing IE activities. 

Involving multiple stakeholders

In order to facilitate the uptake of impact evaluations, it is necessary to pursue collaboration across multiple audiences and users. Informants suggested that collaboration with diverse stakeholder groups would facilitate the coordination of IE to better meet the needs of end-users and encourage uptake of findings by engendering greater ownership. This type of partnership approach was seen as particularly critical in overcoming obstacles to the uptake of IE in developing country contexts, including limited ownership of findings,  the perceived academic and “Northern” dominance in IE, and low capacity in some developing countries to conduct IE. Coordination efforts therefore need to prioritse greater interaction and involvement of developing country actors, including learning from and supporting Southern-led evaluation efforts; integrating capacity building initiatives for developing country partners into ongoing IEs, partnering with developing country programmes, coordinating IE with programme planners’ and policy makers’ needs, and building communities of practice surrounding IE planning, execution and uptake into policy. 

Process-oriented approach
Considerable attention, especially from developing country informants, was paid to the benefits of building a process and learning approach to IE. First, a focus on process  promotes the inclusion of multiple stakeholder groups in evaluation design from the outset. Coordination efforts that seek to build stakeholder involvement, particularly beyond an evaluator community alone, offer an opportunity to generate a collaborative stake in results. Second, an integrated process approach providing iterative feedback increases political readiness for results and the timely delivery of results according to the needs of policy and programming cycles. Third, the need for coordinated follow-up activities was emphasized as well; in many developing countries (with specific examples cited from India and Peru), informants felt IE uptake depends significantly upon advocacy and debate in the public sphere in order to increase political awareness, responsiveness and accountability to IE results.  

Drawing on existing coordination mechanisms currently under discussion within NONIE, the examples of good practice in other sectors discussed above as well as based on the findings from our key informant interviews, Table 5 below, presents a continuum of possible models, ranging from a low degree of coordination, such as sharing IE results via databases, through to a medium level of coordination, such as joint agency priority setting (clustering IE priority areas and coordinating efforts to address), to a high degree of coordination, such as conducting joint evaluations (agencies working in a single sector with several donors). Each model’s costs and benefits are discussed, informed by the above discussion on issues involved in improving the uptake and use of IE. 

Key informant views on coordinating impact evaluation studies
	“Impact evaluations are good for telling donors what to put their money in, but I would rather see more effort going into the process of doing things, rather than waiting for the evaluation…if you were involved in producing a good car, you wouldn’t wait until it was off the assembly line to judge the errors…The single biggest barrier to usage is the need to identify users and involve them in the questions raised, so you have a prayer of gaining their interest in the results. If you wait until dissemination, it will be like chucking grass seed off a high rise building and hoping it will land somewhere useful.” (JP) 

	“Many people worry about maintaining independence of the evaluators from the project in order to ensure objectivity, but because impact evaluations deliver objectivity, you can enjoy the luxury of working closely with implementers without undermining objectivity.” (RG) 

	“…if people commissioning evaluations could share and cooperate around a smaller number of higher quality evaluations; sharing results and being transparent…this would also build up quality and trust.” (DL)

	“Collaboration for evaluations has to be driven by use. The enduring collaborations are those that are useful to those involved. The key to achieving this is setting up mechanisms for feedback about what is useful, in order to help target an audience at the correct level with the sort of information that will be useful for them.” (MQP)

	“Within all collaboration mechanisms there must be space left for difference and innovation.” (ZO)

	“There is a huge role for international cooperation on evaluation, especially as there are increasingly more joint country assistance strategies.” (DP)

	“Better international coordination of findings would be valuable, provided it is based on practical experiences from different countries, from grounded experiences. But it is critical to think about how the narrative is communicated and by whom. Donors extracting from the South and synthesizing findings and then putting these into their own frameworks - this needs to be avoided. Donors need to stand back and observe and learn from organic south-south conversations” (PF)

	“International agencies need to identify node agencies to support in developing countries…local institutions are best placed to interpret results from impact evaluation studies as they have grassroots experience” (SG)

	“To be successful IEs necessitate local champions who are willing and reform-minded, and it is critical that donors provide the right types of incentives. The evaluation process has to be introduced to key stakeholders at the beginning – process is equally important as the findings” (SP). 


	Table 5:  Possible Coordination Models to Improve Impact Evaluation Utilisation and Uptake

	Model
	Description
	Actors 
	Benefits 
	Costs
	Best/Suggested Practice

	Information Sharing

· Low degree coordination 

· Ex-post evaluation coordination
	· Database of IE (past & ongoing); clustering by sector; 

· Meta-analysis by sector, region, etc.

· Framework documents highlighting purpose & fit of IE within policy & programme cycles.
	· Results must be made available to everybody, not just evaluators, but government actors, programme designers, implementers, etc.

· NONIE secretariat to manage, update database and keep track of IE being conducted by some 30 agencies involved in NONIE.
	· Thematic clustering targets information sharing to specific actors. 

· Clustered information provision motivates conversation with policy makers regarding needed IE foci.

· Increased external validity and statistical power through meta-analysis of multi-context information.

· Analysis across methodologies and contexts provides depth of information for addressing similar interventions.

· Promotes a norm of valuing IE.


	· Limited resources: is another database high priority?

· IE knowledge as a public good means that donors must be willing to fund an evaluation others will benefit from.

· Large databases can lose their focus and usefulness as users no longer can easily find desired information, and may dilute overall quality.

· Dangers in how narrative communicated and by whom: donors extracting information from the South, synthesising findings, and then putting these into their own frameworks must be avoided.


	· Campbell Collaboration type model may be insufficient, need a broader cross-programme review than this model promotes.

· Start by expanding World Bank database to include current/ongoing IE in order to give real time information, avoid duplications and encourage complementarity.

· Suggested to develop a sample (coordinated amongst many donors) showing all types of attempts to implement IE: describe methods used including modest/less successful in order to learn from failures as well as successes.

	Coordinated dissemination 

· Low degree of coordination

· Ex-post evaluation coordination 
	· Coordinating agency ensures that easily understandable, policy relevant messages are disseminated through appropriate channels for uptake.

· Dissemination using easily accessible and thematic-based  information.
	· Evaluating agencies

· End-users
	· Focus on dissemination strategies for multiple audiences increases likelihood of uptake.

· Stamp of quality through network could facilitate uptake in the field by sceptical policy makers/ practitioners.

· Decision makers are usually inundated with information- synthesis studies can reduce the quantity of information, and increase likelihood of use.
	· Need to communicate evaluation results according to needs of multiple audiences, e.g. some will be interested in cost-benefit analysis vs. some will want three main take-away lessons.

· Disseminating results in a coordinated fashion from multiple-agencies must be timed according to multiple project cycles; additionally must be timed accordingly to the project planning cycle, if results come only in final reports often too late as future project decisions made halfway through initial project.


	· PROGRESSA highlighted the critical importance of disseminating rigorous evidence, and the high degree of impact from coordinated knowledge sharing.

· Start by translating reports/ information into language of the recipient audience (very little budgeting for this currently).

· Meta analysis can be useful by sector to synthesis quality standards to submit subsequent IE studies in a particular sector to (e.g. a “Best Evidence Study” for the CG system).


	Community of Practice/Quality assurance group 

· Mid level of coordination

· Coordinating standards of practice
	· A quality assurance group that can provide clinics to advise people delivering studies in a particular area

· Documenting cases of success and failure in promoting usage of IE findings in policy decision-making processes; methodology sharing, debate, innovation, etc.
· Preparing and disseminating guidance to fulfil quality standards
	· Evaluating agencies
	· Through discussing cases of success/failure, addresses gap (identified through this research) in understanding utilisation.

· Promotes quality standards.

· Discussions would facilitate building a culture of reflecting and learning.

· Particularly useful for more isolated IE actors, e.g. organisations such as CIFOR with smaller evaluation departments, or single individuals, who are often more isolated in IE field.
	· Donors often unwilling to share poor results; need disclosure policies and culture of learning to be facilitated.

· Documentation of best practice difficult because what counts as best practice in one context may not in another (the very notion of best practice may be too linear).

· Risk of imposing one framework must be balanced by learning and discussion across members.

· Difficult to assert quality standards when aiming to facilitate country-led evaluation in line with the Paris Declaration.

· Problem is not creating, but operationalising quality standards; quality standards (e.g. DAC criteria) are often used in a very nebulous manner in practice (and are often too general of criteria to start with).

· Quality standards often diluted (e.g. to ranking scales) in practice.

· Difficult to promote accountability in quality standards because of political connotations (e.g. no evaluator wants to report to funding agency that evaluation was of less than good quality)
	· Would be good to facilitate documentation and discussion of both successful and unsuccessful IE implementations and cases of use/uptake; currently very narrow focus on successful IE from a narrow methodological base.

· NONIE sub-group should keep up with and promote use of cutting edge practices and methodologies.

· Start with creating a matrix of different quality criteria used by agencies as a building block for discussion.

	Partnership with developing country programmes

· Mid level of coordination

· Coordination between evaluators and implementers
	· Support to staff in country offices of agencies who want to set up IE – this might involve a grants programme from NONIE, possibly shared with other initiatives

· Focus on capacity building and ownership for increased utilisation, in line with Paris Agenda and PRSP ideology; include as part of direct programme support.
	· Donors/agencies s

· Developing country national level evaluation units (e.g. Indonesia National Planning Board recently established a new M&E unit)

· Sub-national level evaluation units (e.g. Indonesia- recent establishment of community based monitoring system in central Java part of evaluation effort funded by AUSAID)


	· Addresses issue of “Northern dominance.”

· Facilitates ownership and relevance, improving uptake likelihood.

· High demand from developing countries.

· Capacity build through actual participation (e.g. impact assessments within the CG system- participation from national agriculture systems actors, at least involved in correcting the data, and as authors in the actual study, not usually cost-effective in short-term, but builds capacity long-term.)


	· Difficult to raise funding for capacity building.

· Added time costs, possible reduction in quality (in initial stages of capacity building).

· Must take time to establish genuine country ownership of partnership, or research results will not be utilised and country will lose interest in participating. 

· Difficult to raise funding because lack of incentives to fund.

· Should not replicate or inadvertently undermine already existing regional centres.

· Unsuccessful partnerships with regional centres may have biased countries against future partnerships.
	· Works well to have programme implementing organisation lead; i.e. evaluators coordinate with the implementing organisation, while this organisation than reports back to multiple funding agencies.

· Donors need to step back and learn from organic South-South conversations (e.g. Gender & Disaster professionals in South Asia- non-donor led example)

· International level of NONIE needs to identify national level node agencies to support.

· Include developing country participants as core team members.

· True partnership should include developing country leadership (e.g. chairing various committees).

	Coordinating IE with planning, policy making, programming questions/problems to be solved

· Mid level of coordination
	· Asking policy makers/programmes what problems/ questions do you need answers to?
	· Evaluators

· Implementers

· Policy makers
	· Generates relevancy and ownership, thus facilitating greater responsiveness to evidence.

· Enhances timing of IE with policy/ programme cycle needs.
	
	· E.g. 3IE approach 

	Joint agency IE priority setting 

· Mid level coordination

· Coordination in planning
	· Joint discussion and setting of IE priorities (best with one agency leading), with division of labour.
	· Agencies

· National level governments and

evaluation units (particularly developing countries)


	· Facilitates growth of IE field, encouraging complementation without duplication.

· Can fill gaps in country wide evaluations.
	· Shopping list of priorities can undermine ability to have a clear narrative.

· Difficult to form consensus on priorities.

· Power differentials amongst donors could privilege certain priorities over others (particularly regarding methodological approaches).

· Risk of bypassing country (particularly developing country) ownership as priority setting often discussed in terms of agencies’ priorities only.

· Must be supported by capacity building in order to promote equal voices.
	· Most practical model when one agency takes the lead and others contribute.

· Set priorities by sector, as priorities will differ much by context of a particular sector.

· If you want to increase internal uptake, even with joint agency IE, need to maintain agency specific relevance as well.

· Need to minimize micro-management; i.e. call for proposals on different themes but allow individuals agencies  to shape details of studies. 

	Joint Review Process

· Mid level coordination

· Coordination in planning, shared methodological principles
	· Peer review of process of IE, e.g. methodology drafts, conclusions.
	· Evaluating agencies
	· Increased quality through peer review process.
	· Danger of coordination leading to uniformity in terms of methodology.

· Sensitivities in criticising each other’s practices, highly politicised and hierarchical with certain donors working higher up the chain than others.

· Political competition between agencies hinders sharing of methods.
	· If peer feedback was confined to to a private group, would allow for discussion of criticisms in a constructive manner, in a trusted environment.

· Need to design an incentive structure for open discussion where discussion is seen as useful rather than a threat. 

	Common Products

· Mid level coordination

· Coordination in planning, shared methods
	· Shared responsibility and use of IE products (e.g. baseline information, sector methods, background reviews).
	· Evaluating agencies

· National level evaluation departments (data collection)
	· Lowers start up costs through shared background work (i.e. reviews of existing studies, datasets available, etc.).

· Enhances quality through shared product development.


	· Requires some methodological consensus, e.g. in data collection. 

· Added time and resource costs initially (though saves in the end); need to have sufficient investment to surpass this initial phase.

· Political competition between agencies hinders sharing methods and baseline data.
	· Requires an incentive structure that agencies feel their own evaluation’s success depends upon assisting others to ensure their success in evaluation; must address self-interest.

	Coordinated Products

· Single sector, multiple countries

· Mid to high level coordination
	· Single sector,  multiple countries

· Each agency conducts different country study/studies in a single sector based on a common conceptual framework
	· Agencies
	· Allows for meta-analysis

· Facilitates coordinated efforts without duplication


	· Agencies must agree on a common analytical framework; donor resistance.

· Requires NONIE secretariat coordination.
	

	Joint agency IE 

· high collaboration

· Single sector, several donors or single sector, several countries
	· Agencies working together (single sector, several donors, or single sector, several countries) to conduct joint IE study;

· Best to have one mechanism of collaboration that can be used multiple times.
	· Agencies

· National level governments and evaluation departments
	· Sector programme of evaluation is more likely to embed itself in the M&E programmes of the country.

· Improves comparability of results.
	· Low capacity in many donor agencies for IE means that dominant partner could dominate the IE market in approach.

· Requires coordination in TORs, methods, design, and implementation; while agencies can conduct IE autonomously, requires sufficient coordination to pool results.


	· Use to uncover details of programme variation across contexts.

· Use to uncover similar policy influences across sectors (e.g. incentives that apply across sectors in a given context). 

· Use to encourage starting with small pilot projects (often incentives are for government to start with large, visible project; funding agencies also usually prefer large funding initiatives), then scaling up through joint donor work.

· Use to identify complementarity and mutual benefits across sectors (e.g. quality road work benefiting telephone line installation).

	Joint IE programme


	Agencies part of  a fully coordinated IE programme: planning, execution and dissemination.
	
	· Facilitates a larger programme able to cover broader scope of studies, with maximum potential for comparability.
	· Felt to be not feasible at this point in time

· High costs of standardizing IE- reduces innovation, requires agreement on all aspects of programming.
	


5. Conclusions and recommendations 

Overall this scoping study has highlighted the need and growing demand for greater coordination of impact evaluation efforts. Although there is a growing recognition of the importance of impact evaluations in demonstrating the impact of development assistance, the methodology’s potential to shape donor investments and national level policy decision-making has yet to be realized due to a dearth of attention and resources devoted to a) strategic coordination of programmes to be evaluated, b) capacity strengthening of developing country researchers and end users, c) the communication of impact evaluation findings and d) documentation of lessons learned in such communication and policy engagement processes. Our conclusions and recommendations focus on five key areas that NONIE could potentially focus on in order to add value to the field: 

Clustering: With the exception of social protection programmes and some education sector interventions, to date impact evaluations have been largely shaped by individual donor priorities, rather than in accordance with a broader strategic framework, such as the Millennium Development Goals or PRSPs. However, key informant interviews suggested that is a need to strengthen linkages between the current focus of impact evaluations on the project level, to broader policy-level questions. Clustering of impact evaluation studies could make an important contribution here, and by addressing the same types of questions across a range of contexts help to address ‘blackbox’ issues. It would also assist evaluators in assessing the value of scaling up projects, and aggregating results across evaluations. Furthermore, clustering would also decrease the costs associated with IEs through allowing co-ordination of data collection
In order to improve the geographical and thematic coverage of impact evaluations, NONIE could play a useful role in deciding upon appropriate clusters of evaluations and then monitoring and evaluating their implementation. In view of existing gaps, thematic clustering should be informed by a joint of understanding of the types of questions and programmes most amenable to impact evaluation methodologies, and could include: a) agricultural development programmes, b) economic empowerment programmes, c) environmental and natural resource management programmes, d) rural and urban infrastructure initiatives, e) public sector management/ governance programmes, and f) evaluation of non-formal education and pre-primary education and/or childcare initiatives. Although these thematic clusters clearly represent only a small sub-set of possible development initiatives, the report shares the view of many in the field that impact evaluations are more conducive to assessing the effectiveness of some types of interventions than others. For example, they are arguably less conducive to measuring the impact of programmes designed to enhance social capital, tackle gender inequalities, reduce intra-household violence, strengthen citizenship rights).   

In terms of geographical coverage, the IADB has played a key role in ensuring that a significant number of impact evaluations have been carried out in Latin America. Given the relatively greater investment by donors in development interventions in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa, there is clearly an urgent need to devote more resources to impact evaluations of programmes in these regions. DFID for example devotes 90% of its budget to development initiatives in low-income countries and this would suggest that a corresponding level of resources should be devoted to impact evaluations in these contexts, including overcoming the challenge of a dearth of good baseline data.   

In terms of methodological clustering, given that randomization continues to be seen as the ‘gold standard’ but is often difficult to achieve, cross-agency collaboration could play a key role in increasing utilization as well as adapting the methodology to operational realities and timeframes. Key informant interviews also suggest that there is considerable scope to better integrate qualitative approaches into impact evaluations to better understand the underlying socio-cultural dynamics ‘behind the numbers’ and to address a broader array of questions, e.g. initiatives designed to improve gender equality. 

Possible coordination models: The study’s findings suggest that stronger coordination could play an important role in improving the overall quality of impact evaluations as well as encouraging a broader range of actors, especially developing country governments,  researchers and end users, to become involved. Key informant interviews suggested that given a considerable degree of diversity among donors in views about impact evaluations and thematic priorities, however, a model involving low to medium levels of coordination would be the most feasible than joint agency evaluations. Moreover, by retaining a diversity of approaches, methodological innovation would also be more likely to thrive. Recommended coordination mechanisms include information sharing, establishment of a community of practice, joint agency IE priority setting, coordinated policy engagement and communication efforts, establishing partnerships with developing country implementing agencies, and supporting centres of excellence in IE in developing countries.      

Knowledge management: Although important steps have been taken in terms of knowledge management, especially the creation of the WB DIME and NONIE websites, information on past, ongoing and planned impact evaluations could be enhanced so as to inform learning, promote transparency, and better inform donor investment and national government policy decision-making processes. This should include regular updates along the lines of the basic statistics that this report has generated in terms of impact evaluations by sector/theme, geographical region, methodological approach, and funding/implementing agency, as well as agreeing on a common database format. In addition, a coordinating secretariat could play a valuable role in developing overarching narratives about emerging policy messages from IEs in different thematic or sectoral areas, including regionally-specific and/or cross-regional messages. 

Incentive structures also need to be created so as to overcome the problem of limited public release of impact evaluation findings, and to encourage a culture of learning and transparency around impact evaluations. Both the literature and key informants emphasized that only a limited number of the total pool of impact evaluations are published, and these are usually those with favourable results. In order to improve learning, donors should commit to publishing all impact evaluation findings, regardless of the outcomes, given that as much can be learned from unsuccessful cases as from examples of best practice. 

Equally importantly, given the relative resource intensity of impact evaluations, there is a disappointing dearth of documentation on how findings are communicated and used. NONIE could therefore play an important role in coordinating and funding this type of documentation and analysis.  

Capacity strengthening mechanisms: A dearth of capacity to carry out and use impact evaluations among developing country policy makers and researchers is recognized as an important challenge by many key informants to tackle if the method is become more than a Northern-driven “tool in search of an application”. Possible capacity development approaches include learning by doing, support for a community of practice including developing country actors, training workshops for ‘educated consumers’ of IE, supporting the development of national centres of excellence in IE who can partner with international agencies, peer review of proposed IE methodologies as well as integrating impact evaluations into broader capacity building initiatives on evaluation methods. In the latter case, NONIE could make a valuable contribution by developing and communicating a clear framework for different types of evaluations, when they should be used, for what purpose, what stage in the project/policy cycle and their potential contribution to policy decision-making. This could facilitate the commissioning of impact evaluations by policy-makers themselves and in turn the utilization of findings.

Improving IE communication and uptake: Little analysis has been undertaken on how impact evaluation findings are communicated and then accessed and used by developing country end users. Key factors that appear to facilitate uptake based on the best practice examples of Progresa and a recent Ghanaian education IE, include making evaluation data widely available, the presence of high profile issue champions of the programme in question, early stakeholder involvement and integration of questions about potential utilisaiton in the design of IE, and the dissemination of messages with clear policy implications.  Drawing on best practices from bridging research and policy more broadly, it will be important to improve engagement with policy and civil society end users throughout the evaluation process in order to improve ownership of the findings and to better meet the time pressures of the policy cycle. This should involve shaping the focus of the evaluations, discussing the preliminary conclusions so as to better understand institutional and socio-cultural dynamics and constraints that might explain the quantitative findings, as well as ‘translating’ academic/technical findings into non-jargonistic policy-relevant messages. There is also potential scope for employing impact evaluation approaches as a planning tool as well as an ex-post tool in order to encourage programme designers and implementers to envisage the eventual impacts they hope to achieve. 

� Please note that we have additional key informant interviews scheduled for this coming week, including with key informants from the South. 


� Others have argued that the way to ‘fill’ the black box is through programme ‘theory’ (Rossi et al., 1985), and the need to combine IE with theory driven evaluation (e.g. Weiss, 1997). This would help move forward the debate on IE versus other forms of evaluation, and to shift the focus to how best to use the ‘objective’ and data rich evidence provided by IE to inform judgment made through a variety of other methods. 





� Our database is not exhaustive of the IEs led by the agencies who lead these websites nor is it representative of the whole panorama of IEs either. Indeed, there are a number of very recent studies and/or ongoing studies to be included on these websites which our database omits (e.g. Ginè X. and Yang D. 2007: “Insurance, Credit and Technology Adoption: Field Experimental Evidence from Malawi”). Moreover, we are aware that our database is built on a rather homogenous set of sources (the aforementioned four websites) disregarding a number of IEs led  by/carried out in developing countries. Although broadening the scope of our sources would result in a less biased database sample, the rigorous criteria used for identifying IEs has often limited the inclusion of other studies (e.g. Public Service Commission 2007). 


� Additionally, the 8 most recent studies found on the PREM website were included.


� For ease of representation, those studies found across the PREM/DIME/JPAL websites are classified as World Bank-implemented IEs (i.e. WB as the Agency) although the World Bank’s role in relation to these is rather heterogeneous. Indeed, this can range from direct undertaking of the impact evaluation intervention to providing support in its implementation, involving a variety of other academic and development institutions. As graph 4a illustrates, this simplification can be justified by the fact that the World Bank was the leading agency for the highest number of studies drawn from the PREM/DIME database (44%). 





� Our study classifies as ‘Childcare programmes’ all governmental interventions supporting child development which are not cash transfers (e.g.The 1991 Hogares Comunitarios Program (HCP) in Guatemala which provided affordable and reliable childcare alternatives to working parents).


� As opposed to Cash and Food transfers within the Social Protection subcategory - which generally assess programmes in relation to a heterogeneous set of indicators (health-schooling-poverty) - those wihtin the Education subcategory focus specifically on educational outcomes. Within our database, most of the Food Transfers IEs within Education assess the Food for Education (FEE) programme implemented by the Bangladeshi government in 1993.This provided a free monthly ratio of rice or wheat to poor families under the condition that their children attend primary school. 


� Here Progresa accounts for 14 percent of IE studies (19/138). 


� See http://www.campbellcollaboration.org


� Information based on interview with Jonathan Mitchell, Head of ALNAP, Jan 4 2008. 


� See http://www.prolinnova.net/aboutprolinnova.php


� Many informants in this sample have extensive experience working in the field, and thus could offer insights into developing country perspectives in addition to those interviewed from developing countries.


� Members include the African Development Bank, Asian Development Bank, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, European Investment Bank, Inter-American Development Bank, International Monetary Fund, World Bank Group                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                The United Nations Evaluation Group  (UNEG) and the Evaluation Network of the Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development are observer members.


� Members are National and Regional Evaluation Networks 


� NONIE Members include                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          Japan International Cooperation Agency (in our DB), Japan Bank for International Cooperation (in our DB), European Commission, African Development Bank, Australian Government overseas aid Program, Danish International Development Agency, International Fund for Agricultural Development, Finnish International Development Agency, Canadian International Development Agency, DFID, IADB.   �(Some NONIE Members are also members of DAC on Development Evaluation and ECG)


� In addition, there is anUN Evaluation Resource Centre (UNERC) for accountability, management for results and knowledge management: ERC is an on-line based Information Management System, which facilitates UNDP's effort to strategically plan and effectively use evaluations for accountability, management for results, and knowledge management.   











� Valuable comments and guidance were received from Marta Foresti and John Young. 


� NONIE subgroup 4 is comprised of WHO and AfrEA & subgroup 5 of DFID, FAO, WHO, UNDP. 
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