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Foreword

In 1999 Sida decided to institute a formal response system for its evaluations,
in part inspired by a similar arrangement for the internal audit function at
Sida. The overall purpose of the system is to ascertain that findings, conclu-
sions and recommendations from Sida evaluations are given due considera-
tion and are acted on.

The present study carried out by a team from UCER at Umea University
commissioned by the Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit (UTV)
contains an analysis of the programme logic as well as the application of the
current response system. It is based on a sample of evaluations and responses
produced by UTV and by other Sida departments and the Swedish embas-
sies with responsibility for Swedish international development co-operation.

The underlying question of this report is the present and potential role of a
formal response system to further learning from evaluations in the context of
Swedish development co-operation.

Not many studies have been made of formal response systems. Thus the
present study is also a contribution to a general discussion on mechanisms to
promote learning from evaluations.

Stockholm January 26, 2006

Eva Lithman
Director
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit
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Preface by the authors
|

This evaluation study was carried out between September 2004 and Septem-
ber 2005 by two researchers at Umea Centre for Evaluation Research
(UCER), Ume& University, Sweden. A reference group' has met three times
to discuss the evaluation plan, preliminary results and a draft report. We
would like to thank you all for your advice and comments, which have been
of great value for us when compiling this report. However, only we are
responsible for the analysis and conclusion, as well as any flaws in the report.

We also want to take the opportunity to express our gratitude to Sida person-
nel and other persons who have offered precious time and shared their expe-
riences with us. We are especially grateful to Begofia Barrientos who helped
us to collect the management response documents and arrange most of the
interviews.

We have written a fairly short main report and elaborated the analysis on a
general level. The empirical material and fine points are presented in an-
nexes. It should be known that there are two versions of the same report, one
Sida and one UCER. The only difference between the two 1s that the Sida
version, published in ‘Sida Studies in Evaluation’, comprises a selection of
annexes whereas the UCER report, published in UCER’s series ‘Evaluation
Reports’, includes all 11 annexes. However, all annexes are also available at
the Secretariat for Evaluation and Internal Audit at Sida. The UCER report
can be downloaded as pdf file (www.ucer.umu.se/Publikationer) or ordered
from UCER (see address below).

It is our hope that this report will contribute to the discussion on how to im-
prove the utilization of evaluations in general and in developing Sida’s and
other organizations response system in particular.

We also welcome comments on the report for our future work. Please address
correspondence to UCER, Umea University SE-901 87 Umea, Sweden or
anders.hanberger@ucer.umu.se.

Umea December 2005

Anders Hanberger Kjell Gisselberg

1 Kim Forss, Andante Tools for Research AB; UIf Andersson, Swedish Environmental Protection Agency;
Staffan Herrstrom, Sida (POM); Eva Lovgren, Sida (AFRA); Johanna Palmberg, Sida (NATUR).







Summary
|

In 1999 a management response (MRE) system was introduced at Sida with
the purpose to promote learning and improve the administrative procedures
for evaluations which in turn would enhance Sida’s effectiveness. The pur-
pose of this evaluation is to (a) describe and analyse the management re-
sponse system’s characteristics and assumptions, (b) to evaluate how the sys-
tem works in practice, (c) and to assess the systems relevance, and present
recommendations for the future.’

Three main conclusions have been drawn from this evaluation. First, the as-
sumptions of the MRE system are reasonable and consistent to attain the
desired outcome of better documentation and adding structure, but not quite
consistent with the intention of (organizational) learning. This evaluation
and other studies indicate that the quality of Sida evaluation reports is une-
ven and sometimes low, which implies that the accuracy needs to be exam-
ined in each case. The MRE system’s integration with existing forums for
decision-making is not considered thoroughly in the design of the system,
neither are the conditions for learning and process use. The evaluation is
viewed as an end product where conclusions and recommendations are to be
used. Learning from evaluations, however, demands support from the top,
feasible forums and time for deliberation throughout the evaluation process.

In practice the MRE system has, secondly, made a limited contribution to
(organizational) learning which has to do with a number of implementation
failures. The implementation of the MRE system has been slow and uneven.
On average, still less than 50% of the evaluations are completed with MREs.
The staff involved and the work devoted to developing MREs varies, but is
in most cases limited. MREs for UTV evaluations are often more elaborate.
Management responses have low status compared with other routines, and
documents and are not generally used in forums where important decisions
are made. Managers have been cautious when deciding about Sida’s action
in the MREs in order to avoid too many commitments. MREs are rarely
requested at the management level and never by the Board. MREs often
provide no or incomplete representation of evaluations, provide limited in-
formation about Sida’s considerations and responses and thus have limited
value for knowledge transfer. In addition, the follow-up of action plans is not
always a routine.

2 The evaluation is based on documents guiding Sida’s evaluation and MRE system, an overall analysis of all
Sida evaluation reports and MRE documents produced for the period 1999-2003, a comparative analysis of
the quality of 11 evaluation reports and 21 MRE documents, interviews with key persons behind the system
and with participants in six evaluation and MRE processes, and five focus group interviews with Sida
personnel.
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Thirdly, the system does not enhance partnership, dialogue and ownership.
Accordingly, it is not a support for Sida’s overall endeavours.

Viewed from a political perspective the current MRE system strengthens the
management level and its discretion to decide about which action to take and
not to take. Assessed from an institutional perspective which gives attention
to the values, norms, and procedures in which the MRE system is embedded,
the system appears to be more important than single MREs indicating use of
the scheme for organizational legitimatization. The prime value of the sys-
tem is to add legitimacy to the organization by pointing to a system which
takes care of evaluations. The limited interest shown in actual management
responses become understandable from this perspective.

The evaluation identifies three options for the future. The status quo option
implies no changes in routines and procedures in the current system. The
main advantages are that the system could add some legitimacy to existing
practice and provide freedom of choice for managers. The main disadvan-
tages are that Sida’s action could be based on weak grounds, basic conditions
for learning are not at hand, and the system is not given high priority and
insufficiently supervised by managers, which in turn sends signals to the staff
that it is not so important.

The second option, referred to as the Sida Response (SR) system, modifies
and strengthens the current system. Some of the improvements include bet-
ter instructions and routines for the system, more time for reflection, a flexi-
ble response system which includes no response, a limited and a complete
response. The SR system also needs a response committee for each evalua-
tion. The main advantages are that a SR system provides better conditions
for achieving the original intentions and guaranteeing that power and free-
dom of choice stay with Sida managers. The main disadvantages are that it
1s not adapted to Sida’s field organization and to Sida’s partnership, dialogue,
and ownership goals/principles.

The third option is a Sida Partner Response (SPR) system which includes
Sida’s responses to recommendations directed to partners, and partner re-
sponses to recommendations addressed to Sida. “Reaching agreed consent”
is added to the purposes of the SPR system. Criteria for situations when Sida
is not prepared to seek a compromise need to be developed as well. The sta-
tus of the response system is raised by using SPR in forums where important
dialogues and decisions take place. This option also includes a flexible re-
sponse system and a response committee for each evaluation. The main ad-
vantages are that SPR enhances rationality in collective action, promotes
collective and inter-organizational learning and goes along with the overall
goals of partnership, dialogue and ownership. The main disadvantages are
that the evaluation process is prolonged and time consuming.

The two development alternatives allocate resources differently than today;
time 1s saved in cases where no response or a limited response to an evalua-



tion will be produced, but the overall costs are difficult to estimate. Today the
cost of dissemination, deliberation and follow-up evaluations is low com-
pared with the evaluation process as a whole. If more time is spent on some
of the evaluations it could be justifiable from a broad economic perspective
and also from a partnership perspective.

The recommendation is to develop the SPR alternative if Sida personnel
and partners, after discussion, approve it. Our main arguments are that this
alternative can help to achieve the intentions of the current MRE system,
promote collective learning and shared responsibility, and it harmonizes with
Sida’s overall goals of dialogue, partnership and ownership. Sida is also rec-
ommended to thoroughly discuss the conclusions and future options with
different stakeholders within Sida and to a selection of partners.




1. Introduction
]

Evaluation is an indispensable part of decision making and a basic feature of
organizational life. During the last decades evaluation has become more
elaborated and diversified, and the formalization and institutionalization of
evaluation have increased considerably. Furthermore, evaluation systems
have become a normal feature of large organizations in their dealing with
governance problems and uncertainty’ Sida, the Swedish International
Development Cooperation Agency, is no exception.

Sida commissions around 40-50 evaluations every year. To deal with all
these evaluations Sida has, step by step, built an evaluation system." The cur-
rent evaluation system provides a structure for evaluations undertaken by
Sida’s Department for Evaluation and Audit (UTV) and other Sida depart-
ments and embassies. Sida’s evaluations are planned and managed in a struc-
tured way and used as a complement to monitoring.” Furthermore, Sida or-
ganizes and undertakes evaluations following the principles for evaluation of
development assistance developed by the Development Assistance Commit-
tee, DAC, of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment, OECD.® This implies that impartiality, independence and credibility
should exist at all stages of the evaluation process, to name a few of the guid-
ing principles.”

In 1999, a so-called Management REsponse (MRE) system was introduced
at Sida in order to improve the performance of the evaluation system. This
last stage of the evaluation process has the overall purpose of enhancing
learning from evaluations and consolidating the administrative routines for
dealing with evaluation findings. This report summarizes an evaluation of
how Sida’s MRE system works in theory and practice. The evaluation was
commissioned by UTV and carried out by Umea Centre for Evaluation Re-
search (UCER), Umea University, from September 2004 to September
2005.

The MRE system is examined in this evaluation as part of Sida’s evaluation
system and organization. The way the system is intended to work is depicted
from the guiding principles and policies for evaluations at Sida® and through
interviews with key persons behind the system. The evaluation also takes into

3 Forss & Samset, 1999; Power, 1997; Hofstede, 1980; Mark and Henry, 2004; Schaumburg-Miiller, 2005;
Widmer & Neuenschwander, 2004

4 Forss, 1984; Forss & Samset, 1999

5 Sida, 1999; Sida, 2003; Sida, 2004a; Sida, 2004b

6 OECD/DAC, 2002

7 ibid.; Sida, 2004b

8 GD decision 158/98; UTV, 1997; Sida, 1999; Sida, 2003; Sida, 2004b



consideration Sida’s inter-organizational context, its collaborating partners’
and some of the main stakeholders’ experiences of how the system works in
practice. The MRE system is also assessed in relation to Sida’s overall princi-
ples for promoting dialogue, partnership and ownership. The dialogue with
Sida partners should, according to this principle, be open and transparent,
and also contribute to learning and information exchange.? Sida also strives
to found partnerships “based on shared values and well-defined roles, with its
cooperation partners”.'” Furthermore, Sida has recognized “Genuine own-
ership by the cooperation partner” as one important condition for prosper-
ous development work." Evaluations initiated by Sida “should reflect the
interests and concerns of all parties, not just those of Sida”,'? a tenet we shall
return to at the end of this report.

The MRE system can also be understood as a way of “linking evaluation
findings to future activities”, which is one of the requirements for good insti-
tutional structure for managing evaluation.'® Thus, Sida’s institutionalization
of the current MRE system is anchored in international discourse and the
DAC principles for the evaluation of development assistance.

This evaluation adopts a multi-methodological approach, briefly described
below and in more detail in Annex 2. The analysis and conclusions are based
on existing documents guiding Sida’s evaluation and management response
system, an overall analysis of all Sida evaluation reports and MRE docu-
ments produced for the period 19992003, a comparative analysis of the
quality of 11 evaluation reports and 21 MRE documents, interviews with
key persons behind the MRE system, five focus group interviews with Sida
personnel, and interviews with participants in six evaluation and MRE proc-
esses. Because only a selection of evaluation and management response
processes has been explored in depth, the basis for conclusions concerning
how evaluation and MRE processes proceed is incomplete. However, six case
studies (processes), together with five focus group interviews, and the docu-
mentation (terms of references, pre-study reports, evaluation reports, MRE
documents) provide a sufficient basis for exploring most issues at issue con-
cerning how the MRE system works in practice. If more processes had been
explored the same issues would appear, but probably very few entirely new
ones. The evaluation cannot, however, elucidate how common various issues
are, or the number of stakeholders that perceive the evaluation and MRE
process in a specific way. In addition, other studies of Sida’s evaluation sys-
tem are integrated in the analysis. In the main report the various data sources
are synthesised. In a few cases when data collected with different methods
point in different directions this will be indicated and emphasized.

9 Sida, 2003:38

10 ibid.p.36

1 ibid.p.39

12 ibid.p.53

3 OECD/DAC, 1992:133



The structure of the report is as follows: First, the reader is briefly introduced
to research on evaluation systems and use. Next, the purpose of the evalua-
tion 1s specified and the applied methodology is briefly outlined. The analysis
which follows in chapters two, three and four is based on empirical findings,
extensively reported in annexes 4 to 7. The proposed guidelines for dealing
with evaluation findings in a revised and developed response system are pre-
sented in annex 8.

1.1 Sida’s Evaluation and Management
Response System

Basically, two types of evaluation systems can be distinguished in organiza-
tions: a centralized and a decentralized organizational model."* The central-
ized model is a top-down model in which a specialized evaluation unit has
responsibility for planning evaluations and disseminating findings. In this
model, the evaluation unit is subordinate to the board or directorate with a
certain degree of independence, and executes its commission primarily
through external evaluators. A key feature of a centralized system is an advi-
sory committee with representatives from different internal sections, which
sometimes include external officers or experts. By contrast, in a decentralized
evaluation system, the sections, departments or units are themselves respon-
sible for initiating, planning and implementing evaluations. In the sense that
the initiatives come from lower administrative levels, such a model can be
referred to as bottom up. A special evaluation unit, if there is one, can have
a supportive role in the design and implementation of evaluations initiated at
lower levels. The centralized model has the overall purpose and intended
function of providing accountability and legitimacy, whereas the purpose of
the decentralized model is first of all improvement and development.'

Sida’s current evaluation system is an internal evaluation system which com-
bines the two models. Evaluations commissioned by UTV are organized
mainly in line with the centralized model, whereas evaluations initiated by
departments and embassies have most in common with the decentralized
model. The central evaluation unit, UTV, has different roles depending on
whether the unit itself is responsible for the evaluation. UTV’s position and
role in Sida’s organization can, from a principal-agent perspective, be de-
scribed as an agent acting on behalf of the board, but an agent with a certain
amount of independence. The unit has a general commission to plan, initi-
ate and undertake accountability and learning evaluations on a general and
thematic level. However, the evaluation plan needs approval by the board,
and UTV is responsible to the board directly. UTV operates according to the
principles approved by OECD/DAC.'® The evaluation unit also has a coun-

14 Widmer & Neuenschwander, 2004
15 ibid.
16 OECD/DAC1992; 1998



selling role at Sida. UTV assists the departments and embassies in their eval-
uation activities. Sida’s Evaluation Manual is a result of its counselling com-
mission. The manual, which is not intended to be binding, provides guide-
lines for undertaking Sida evaluations.'”

Sida’s launching of the MRE system in 1999 was a logical step in strengthen-
ing Sida’s current evaluation system and a device to deal with the weakest
link in the evaluation system, i.e. the insufficient use of evaluations.'® Sida is
not the only agency using a management response system.'® One principle
for evaluating development assistance concerns the dissemination (of find-
ings) and feedback, and the most important feature of this principle is “inte-
grating findings and recommendations into agency policies and pro-
grammes”.? The MRE system is one way of practising this principle. The
most common ways used by other countries for linking evaluation findings to
future activities are, besides management responses, workshops and seminars
for general staff.?!

In line with Sida’s evaluation system the management response system com-
prises two subsystems, one centralized and more complex for UTV evalua-
tions, and the other decentralized, not so elaborate, for evaluations initiated
and owned by departments or embassies. The evaluation examines the whole
MRE system, but there is sometimes a need to distinguish between the sub-
systems.

The purpose of the MRE system is more specifically to promote learning
and to improve the administrative procedures for dealing with evaluation
findings and recommendations which in turn is intended to increase Sida’s
effectiveness.

1.2 Evaluation Use

Evaluation research has drawn attention to the fact that evaluations are used
in different ways, and that achieving an intended use requires certain condi-
tions. On a general level this implies that the design of the MRE system
could be more or less appropriate for enhancing a certain type of evaluation
use. In this evaluation a distinction is made between eight types of use
(Table 1).

One common use of evaluation is instrumental. To most people this is what
one should expect from investment in an evaluation. This type of use implies
that evaluation findings are considered and used directly in decision making.
Hence, instrumental use has a problem-solving function. By contrast, a con-

<

See Bandstein (2005) for Sida personnel’s attitudes and experiences of the current evaluation system,
including the UTV support.

GD 158/98; Sida, 2004b; see Annex 4

cf. Danida, 2005; DFID, 2005; Schaumburg-Miiller, 2005

DAC, 1998:29

ibid.

o ®»
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ceptual use of evaluation implies that evaluations are used for learning. The
latter implies that evaluations contribute to opening new perspectives and
ways to understand current practice. When the main problem is assumed to
be a lack of resources, for example, and the evaluation indicates that struc-
tural problems or a lack of shared responsibility are more fundamental, a
conceptual or learning use of evaluation could take place. A third type of use
which occurs in this evaluation is when evaluation is used for legitimatizing
ongoing programmes or routines. The legitimatizing use implies that (part of)
the evaluation is used to justify established positions or endeavours. Ritual or
symbolic use implies using evaluations because one is expected to do evalua-
tions in modern organizations. However, there is no real interest in the evalu-
ation results. Interactive use refers to use of many sources of information
along with evaluation findings. Tactical use is associated with gaining time or
avoiding responsibility and is one way of using the evaluation process.?? Mis-
use implies using the evaluation for unintended purposes. Using evaluations
as political ammunition, i.e. a form of selective use, can hardly be avoided
once an evaluation is presented openly. As indicated further on, all uses listed
in Table 1 have been identified in the assessment of evaluations commis-
sioned by Sida.

Table 1: Use of evaluation and management response
Type of use Refers to
Instrumental ~ When results are used directly as input to decision making

Conceptual Adopting new perspectives and deeper understanding of
current practice

Legitimatizing Justification of positions, programmes or endeavours

Ritual/ An association with rationality, but with no further interest in
symbolic the results

Interactive Use in conjunction with other sources of information
(research, other endeavours)

Tactical Gaining time or avoid responsibility

Process Use of evaluation process for deliberation about a common
practice

Misuse Other uses than intended, including selective use

There is also a need to distinguish between process use and use after an
evaluation has been finished. Process use implies that the evaluation process
is used for deliberation, learning, and for improving the programme or policy
under scrutiny. Process use is assumed to be of great value and can be facili-

22 Cf Vedung, 1998



tated by participatory evaluation approaches, for example.” However, Sida’s
MRE system is primarily designed for using evaluations as end products.

As this evaluation will illustrate, the same evaluation is often used differently
by different stakeholders, which is not unexpected. An evaluation commis-
sioned for accountability could be used for taking decisions about termina-
tion of assistance by Sida Stockholm, for example, whereas the same evalua-
tion, or part of it, could be used by Sida’s field organization or collaborating
partners to indicate programme success. Accordingly, there is a need to dis-
tinguish between the ways different stakeholders use evaluation and manage-
ment response. In general, the use of an evaluation is linked to one’s position
in the organization and one’s own endeavours. Subsequently, in a study of
the performance of Sida’s MRE system there is a need to account for the
following stakeholders’ use of evaluations and management responses: Sida
managers in Stockholm; Sida managers in the field; Sida programme offic-
ers; stafl’ responsible for Sida evaluation; collaborating partners; and other
stakeholders.

On a more general level, the use of evaluation and MREs is also interpreted
in relation to different organizational perspectives. Thus, this evaluation not
only describes how evaluations and MREs are used, but also tries to under-
stand why they are used the way they are.

1.3 Purpose of Evaluation of the
Management Response System

This evaluation has three interrelated purposes. The first purpose is to de-
scribe and analyse the MRE system’s characteristics and assumptions in
terms of its intervention logic. The second purpose is to evaluate how the
system works in practice, and its effects and implications. The third purpose
is to assess whether the system is relevant and appropriate for the problems
and challenges it 1s intended to deal with. More specifically the evaluation
seeks answers to four key questions:

— What are the assumptions of the management response system?
— How does the system work and what characterizes the processes?
—  What are the effects and consequences of the system?

— Is the system appropriate and relevant according to its intentions?

N

3 Besides different evaluation approaches, specific conditions and factors tend to enhance different types of
evaluation use. The relevance and credibility of an evaluation are two of the most common factors. Other
factors are user involvement, quality of evaluation and contextual factors, for example. Annex 3 summarizes
the literature on evaluation use.




1.4 Methodology

Below the multi-methodology approach adopted in this evaluation is briefly
summarized. Annex 2 describes the methodology in more detail. First of all
this evaluation 1s theory-driven and designed as a programme theory evalu-
ation with elements of stakeholder evaluation. The analytical framework
and data sources are intended to generate a sufficient account for assessing
the MRE system in theory and practice, and also for exploring options for
deciding about the future for the MRE system.

The programme theory evaluation is summarized in figure 1. The evaluation
model is used to organize and structure the evaluation and to assist and focus
the analysis. The analysis of the MRE system, based on theories of evalua-
tion use, is indicated on the left of the figure. These theories are helpful in
identifying various forms of evaluation use and pre-conditions for different
types of use, and also for an assessment of the dominant uses of the current
MRE system. These theories also provide a theoretical basis for final discus-
sion of alternatives to the existing MRE system. The figure illustrates the
three types or steps of programme theory evaluation undertaken in this eval-
uation.

The first step in the analysis is a reconstruction of the intervention logic, i.e.
how the MRE system is intended to work. Intervention logic is a concept
used to refer to the assumptions behind an intervention. The intervention
logic under scrutiny here consists of assumptions that can be reconstructed
for Sida’s MRE system, i.e. how the architects assume that evaluations should
be dealt with to promote learning and consolidation, and to arrive at a more
effective Sida organization.

Figure 1 Programme theory evaluation of
Sida's management response system

1. Reconstruction of intervention logic

Theories of evaluation use  MRE intervention logic Implementation of MRE system Outcomes/consequenses
2. Intervention logic assessment 3. Evaluation of the MRE system and intervention logic

The second step in the analysis includes two assessments. The internal con-
sistency of the MRE intervention logic is probed through a logical analysis
of whether the assumptions are logical and coherent. The intervention logic,
as a whole, is then assessed against theories of evaluation use. Theories of
evaluation utilization are also used as a conceptual framework when explor-
ing prevailing forms of use among different stakeholders.

The third step comprises an analysis of how the system works in practice and
includes an assessment of the assumptions of the intervention logic after the
MRE system has been implemented. This analysis is also made in order to



evaluate the implementation of the MRE system, the goal achievements, the
system’s effects, as well as the relevance of the system. A fourth step, not in-
dicated in the figure, is to explore alternatives to achieve the aims of the
current MRE system.

Interviews, focus group interviews and the collection of relevant documents
are used as data collection methods. Semi-structured focus group interviews
are used as a method for collecting qualitative data on attitudes and experi-
ences of the MRE system at work.

The experiences of actors participating in the evaluation and MRE proc-
esses are analyzed with case study methodology, i.e. interviews and docu-
ments are used together with analytical categories as data analysis methods.
Text or document analysis of evaluation reports and corresponding MRE
documents is also used. The applied measures are exclusively developed for
an assessment of the quality of evaluation reports with reference to manage-
ment response.




2. The Management
Response System and its
Intervention Logic

In this chapter we describe the administrative procedures of the manage-
ment response system according to the original directives, together with our
interpretation of its intervention logic.?* Actual practice in some instances
differs from the directives. This is commented upon in the text.”

After an evaluation is completed a management response should be pro-
duced. This is Sida’s reaction and answer to the evaluation and its conclu-
sions and recommendations. The rules for it are found in two decisions by
the Director General®, one of which is Sida’s Evaluation Policy. Some guide-
lines for the management response can also be found in Sida’s manual for the
evaluation process.”

According to the first decision the management response will begin with an
overall judgement of the evaluation and its quality (which is not mentioned
in Sida’s Evaluation Policy). The recommendations given in the evaluation
report should be commented on and Sida’s position on each of them should
be stated. The recommendations should be accepted or rejected. If they are
rejected, reasons for the rejection must be given. If they are accepted there
has to be an action plan, including a timescale for the action, and for each of
the actions the name of the person who is responsible.

The system operates in two different ways depending on the type of evalua-
tion at hand. For centralized evaluations, 1.e. evaluations initiated by UTV,
there are certain administrative procedures, and for decentralized evalua-
tions, 1.e. evaluations initiated by other Sida departments, units or embassies,
the procedures are similar but not as elaborate.

Regardless of who has initiated the evaluation and regardless of what ad-
ministrative procedures have been used, the purpose of the management
response system is the same, and the outcome — the formal document — should
contain the same type of information.

24 Annex 4 provides a background and a more detailed description.

2 The description is based on studies of relevant documents and interviews with Bo Goransson (former
Director General of Sida), Bengt Ekman (former Chief Controller of Sida), Ann-Marie Fallenius (former Head
of UTV) and Eva Lithman (present Head of UTV).

6 Gd 158/98; Gd 146/99
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2.1 The Management Response System
for Centralized Evaluations

The steps in the administrative procedures for centralized evaluations (evalu-
ations initiated by UTV) are outlined in figure 2.

Figure 2.Administrative procedures to follow a centralized evaluation

Report with covering letter
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Director-general at Sida follows up twice a year utv

In this case the Chief Controller® has a central role in organizing the proce-
dure. He decides which department(s) should be responsible for writing the
MRE. He can also revise the suggestion for MRE if he finds it necessary, e.g
if he finds that it is not according to Sida’s general policy. According to the

28 At present the position as Chief Controller is vacant as a change in the organization is being considered.
Meanwhile the duties regarding the management response procedures are being handled by the former
Chief Controller.




first decision® final drafts for all MRE regarding UTV evaluations have to be
presented to Sida’s management group. In “Sida’s Evaluation Policy” it is
stated that the responses from the different departments affected should be
compiled and coordinated by the Chief Controller. The evaluation policy
further states that UTV should be invited to comment on the draft before it
1s presented to Sida’s management group.

To reduce the number of matters to deal with in the meetings the manage-
ment group decided in 2004 that only UTV evaluations and related MRE
that are considered of high general interest should be presented and dis-
cussed. Evaluations that are interesting to a limited number of departments
or units could be taken up in special working forums.

Although Sida’s board decides the evaluation plan (based on proposal(s) from
UTV), it is the Director General that decides about the MREs compiled for
evaluations. This is not congruent with the procedures for internal audits
where the board decides both about the audit plan and the MREs compiled
for audits. By contrast, Sida’s Board only has to be informed about the evalu-
ations and corresponding MREs. The Chief Controller will make sure twice
a year that the action plan has been carried out.

2.1.1 The Intervention Logic

Our reconstruction of the intervention logic indicates that the purpose of the
system 1s to support learning and to give structure to the working procedures
in Sida, to make them consistent and to consolidate them?®.

The means to achieve these sub-goals (learning and structuring) and the
overall goal (effectiveness) are thus the different procedures in the system. In
figure 3 we present our interpretation of the intervention logic of the system
as it is supposed to work for centralized evaluations. The different procedures
prescribed for the MREs should lead to learning and the structuring of work-
ing procedures. These two should in their turn increase Sida’s effectiveness.
Briefly stated, the intellectual work in the deliberation processes implies
learning, and the outcomes in the form of MRE documents and documented
actions will have a structuring effect.

2 Gd 158/98

30 In Swedish a part of the purpose is “ge stadga at verksamheten”. It has here been translated as “to give
structure to the working procedures at Sida, to make them consistent and to consolidate them”. Depending
on the context we will use the most suitable of these three expressions when referring to this part of the
purpose.



Figure 3.The intervention logic of the Management Response System
applied to centralized evaluations.
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Figure 4.Administrative procedures to follow a decentralized evaluation.
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2.2 The Management Response System
for Decentralized Evaluations

The procedures for decentralized evaluations (evaluations initiated by de-
partments, units or embassies) are similar, but with different actors involved.
The MRE procedures for this type of evaluation are described in figure 4.
Here we see that the Head of Department, Head of Unit or Embassy coun-
sellor organizes the MRE procedure and takes the formal decision.

The responsible controller has to check that the action plan has been imple-
mented and to document the action that has been taken.

2.2.1 The Intervention Logic

In the MRE processes for evaluations initiated by departments, units or em-
bassies, far fewer people are involved than in those for centralized evaluations
(UTV evaluations) and the intervention logic is less elaborated. Learning is
limited to persons within the concerned unit and there are no formal rules
for the dissemination of the MRE. Our reconstruction of the intervention
logic for decentralised evaluations is presented in figure 5.

Figure 5.The intervention logic of the Management Response System
applied to decentralized evaluations.
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The same mechanisms to support learning and to give structure to the work-
ing procedures in Sida are present in both types of MRE. Learning may also
occur in partner organizations and partner governments when measures are
taken according to the action plan. Partner organizations are not mentioned
in the instructions for the system and consequently this learning is not in-
cluded in the intervention logic in figures 4 and 5. Thus, we interpret the
MRE as mainly being a part of Sida’s control system.



3. The Management
Response System at Work

This chapter consists of an analysis of how the management response system
works in practice. The examination and analysis are elaborated in four com-
plementary ways. First, implementation of the MRE system at Sida is de-
scribed and discussed followed by an assessment of the quality of 11 evalua-
tion reports and corresponding MRE documents, and 10 additional MRE
documents. These two analyses are intended to provide a general, overall
picture of the performance of the system. Next, a synthesis of our examina-
tion of six evaluation and MRE processes is made in order to deepen under-
standing of how the system works in practice. The focus here is on how the
processes evolve and the use and benefit of evaluations and MREs. Finally,
five focus group interviews are analysed with attention paid to prevailing at-
titudes and experiences of the MRE system by Sida staff. The case studies
and focus group interviews are intended to provide a realistic and valid rep-
resentation of how the system works.?!

3.1 Implementation of the Management

Response System

During the five year-period 1999-2003 a total of 199 Sida Evaluation re-
ports were produced, i.e. on average 40 reports per year.”” During the same
period 66** MRE documents were compiled in addition to these reports. The
overall picture is that implementation of the MRE system was slow and par-
tial. Although it is a compulsory system, on average no more than one third
of all Sida evaluations were supplemented with MREs during this period.
However, more MRE documents were produced in 2002 and 2003 com-
pared with the first three years, although around 50 percent of the evaluation
reports lack an MRE. As indicated below the departments and units differ
considerably in the number of MREs produced.

31 The analysis made in this chapter is based on Annexes 5-7.

3 For the same period 26 “Sida Studies in Evaluation” reports were produced according to Sida's own website
and for 6 of these, management responses have been compiled. These reports and management
responses are not examined in this evaluation.

33 In addition, no evaluation reports can be found for 12 MRE documents during the same period.




Three departments/units, the Director General’s office™ (80-90%), the De-
partment for Europe (51%) and the Swedish embassy in Zimbabwe (75%),
compiled MRE documents most extensively during this period.”

What can explain the slow and partial implementation of the system? One
interpretation 1is that the status of, and support for, the MRE system at the
management level is not so high. Other administrative rules and regulations
are given higher priority. Our interviews also indicate that the documents
regulating the system are not perceived as entirely clear. Some controllers, for
examples, do not know if MREs are compulsory. Compliance to implement
new administrative routines can also be explained by personal factors such as
experience, commitment, prioritisation, and rotation of personnel. A fourth
explanation could be lack of time, and a fifth that in some cases it seems not
reasonable to produce an MRE, if the evaluation contains no major findings,
for example.

There is a need to make two methodological notes before leaving this part of
the analysis. One experience of our data collection is that the term manage-
ment response is not known by everyone. Sida personnel often refer to these
documents as action plans. An assistant helped us gather all existing MRE
documents. All departments and units which produced evaluation reports for
the period 19992003 were asked to submit the corresponding management
response documents or action plans. The assistant tried hard to gather MREs
and action plans and communicated personally with the departments to ex-
plain what document we were searching for. Perhaps a few more MREs ex-
ists, but if that is the case, they are definitely not living documents. A second
experience of the data collection is that the administrative procedures for
filing MRE documents are not clear. Nobody feels responsible for this. This
situation also indicates the perceived importance of the MRE system at Sida.
All evaluation reports are collected at UTV, but this is not the case with MRE
documents. Sida has a publication data base where most Sida evaluations™
can be found. However, very few MRE documents, that is, only 15 percent
of all MRE documents produced 1999-2003, are present in the data base.”
Thus, MRE documents are not treated as important documents.

3.2 Evaluation Reports and
Management Response Documents

A prerequisite for the MRE system to play a role in achieving better practice
is that the basis for MRE maintains an acceptable quality. An implicit as-
sumption behind the MRE system is not only that Sida is a rational and

34 The Director General's office has developed MREs for UTV evaluations.

35 MREs are also produced more often for evaluations where NGOs are used for the distribution of support
compared with the bilateral or the multi-lateral channel, according to the available statistics.

3 The two series Sida Evaluations and Sida Studies in Evaluation.

37 Management response, which is a search word, gives 10 hits, in combination with Sida Evaluation 1999-
2003.



learning organization, but also that evaluations are trustworthy and valid.
The following analysis of the quality of evaluations explores this assumption.
What then is good or acceptable quality? First, general evaluation quality
standards are applicable to a certain extent in this case. However, the stand-
ards and criteria used in this evaluation have been developed for an assess-
ment of the quality of evaluations in the context of management response.
Consequently, whether an evaluation provides sound and trustworthy data,
leading to valid and reliable conclusions, should be measured. In addition,
the clarity and comprehensiveness of conclusions and recommendations are
critical for developing management responses. Accordingly these qualities
are brought to the front in our assessment of the quality of evaluation re-
ports.” In the assessment of quality we have used two measures: one based
on two key accuracy indicators “systematic and relevant analysis” and “ex-
plication of results”, and one based on 19 indicators, 1.e. these two and 17
additional indicators referring to clarity and comprehensiveness concerning
methodology, evaluation analysis and conclusions and recommendations.

Compared with other prevailing quality standards of evaluations, the criteria
developed for this evaluation do not measure all phases of an evaluation.
The programme evaluation standards,” developed by the Joint Committee
on Standards for Educational Evaluation, cover more aspects of an evalua-
tion. Some of these characteristics of an evaluation cannot be measured
entirely on documents, and do not seem all that relevant to the purpose of
this evaluation. In this evaluation the centre of attention is on evaluation
validity and reliability in relation to management response.

The evaluation also examines MRE documents according to 14 quality cri-
teria, specially developed for the purpose of this evaluation. In other words,
this evaluation considers the quality of both evaluation reports and MRE
documents. The applied MRE criteria indicate whether the MRE document
consists of a correct overall assessment of the evaluation, a clear response to
the findings and recommendations, and a proper action plan.

3.2.1 The Quality of Evaluation Reports

Based on 19 indicators, seven of the eleven evaluation reports (64%) under
scrutiny maintain acceptable or partly acceptable quality (scores 2.5 or higher
on a 4-grade scale). Acceptable quality implies comprehensiveness and clar-
ity regarding methodology, evaluation analysis, conclusions and recommend-

3 Two scores are reported, one based on two key accuracy criteria, and one based on 19 criteria also
measuring utility and feasibility (Annex 9). Good quality is defined as 2.5 or more on a four grade scale.
The programme evaluation standard consists of four standards. The utility standards are intended to ensure
that an evaluation will serve the information needs of intended users. The feasibility standards are intended
to ensure that an evaluation will be realistic, prudent, diplomatic, and frugal. The propriety standards are
intended to ensure that an evaluation will be conducted legally, ethically, and with due regard for the welfare
of those involved in the evaluation, as well as those affected by its results. The accuracy standards are
intended to ensure that an evaluation will reveal and convey technically adequate information about the
features that determine the worth or merit of the programme being evaluated. (http://www.eval.org/
EvaluationDocuments/progeval.html).
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ations. Measured this way, seven reports maintain acceptable quality, five
reports low quality, and one report unacceptable quality. If the assessment is
based on the two accuracy indicators, one more report moves from accepta-
ble to unacceptable quality. Table 2 presents a simplification and summary
of the quality assessment made in Annex 6.

Table 2. Average quality of eleven Sida Evaluation Reports (ERs)
and corresponding Management Responses (MREs)
produced 2000-2003

Quality of  Quality of
Quality of ER ER based on MRE based

Evaluation based on 2 accuracy on 14
Department size (SEK m) 19 indicators indicators indicators
Sida-East (00/7) 0.30 2.2 2.0 1.1
Sida-ERO (01/11) 0.40 2.1 2.0 1.9
NATUR (01/34) - 2.5 15 2.1
SAREC (02/15) 0.10 2.5 3.0 1.9
UTV (02/33) 3.20 3.4 3.5 3.5
DESO (02/40) 0.22 3.1 3.0 2.2
Emb/ZIM (03/03) 0.05 1.9 1.5 1.9
RELA (03/07) 1.36 3.2 2.5 2.3
UTV (03/18) ? 3.4 4.0 3.0
Emb/Ind (03/24) 0.06 2.8 3.0 2.2
SEKA (03/28) 0.36 2.1 2.0 2.2
Total 2.7 25 1.9

Key: Evaluation Reports (ERs) and Management Responses (MREs) are assessed on a 4
grade scale: 1 = not acceptable or absent; 2 = partly acceptable but can be criticised for
incompleteness or vagueness; 3 = acceptable in terms of comprehensiveness and clarity,
only minor criticisms raised; 4 = excellent in terms of comprehensiveness and clarity.

When we look into these reports, the weakest part turns out to be the evalu-
ation analysis and methodology, whereas the clarity and comprehensiveness
of the conclusions and recommendations are in most cases sufficiently devel-
oped. However, this is problematic, because it indicates that conclusions and
recommendations could be based on uncertain grounds. More than half of
the reports (55%) comprising clear and inclusive conclusions and recommen-
dations are based on a weak evaluation analysis.

Our appraisal indicates that the quality is somewhat better compared with
earlier studies of Sida evaluation reports. In our evaluation 10 or 20 percent
of the reports, depending on which of the two criteria is applied, were as-



sessed as not acceptable,* whereas 23 percent were classified as inadequate
in a study of 219 reports produced between 1975 and 1995."' The number
of evaluation reports in our assessment is limited; it is based on 7 percent of
all evaluation reports produced 2000-2003. One explanation for the higher
quality could be that UTV evaluations are over-represented in our material
and these evaluations are generally more advanced. However, the main pur-
pose of assessing the quality of reports in this evaluation is to examine the
relation between the quality of evaluation reports and the quality of corre-
sponding MRE documents.

3.2.2  The Quality of MRE Documents

In contrast to the evaluation reports, no more than two of eleven MRE doc-
uments (18%) maintain acceptable quality (scores > 2.5 on a 4-grade scale)
when assessed against 14 criteria.*? Acceptable quality is in this case meas-
ured in terms of: comprehensiveness and clarity regarding overall assessment
of the evaluation; an unambiguous response to conclusions and recommen-
dations; and a proper action plan.

Most MRE documents are short and provide limited information. The pic-
ture 1s the same when 10 additional MRE documents, all produced in 2003,
are assessed along the same lines.” However, the three MRE documents
worked out as a complement to UTV evaluations were more elaborated and
accordingly more in line with the intentions of the MRE system.

When the MRE documents are looked into more closely, an interesting fea-
ture becomes apparent. All MREs except three consist of a clear and inclu-
sive action plan. At the same time, however, the assessment of the evaluation
and Sida’s response to the findings and recommendations are short and in-
completely reported in most MRE documents.

The MRE documents generally maintain lower quality than the evaluation
reports, indicating that the documents have limited value for knowledge
transfer, 1.e. for brief information to uninformed Sida personnel entering a
project or programme process, for example.

Taken together, the eleven evaluation reports maintain higher quality than
the MRE documents. Despite major deficits in MRE documents, in regard
of overall assessment of evaluations, as well as Sida’s responses to findings
and recommendations, all action plans but two are clear and specific.

4
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Three reports are just above the line for acceptable quality (score 2).

Forss & Carlsson, 1997:497. In a study of 40 evaluations of European Commission aid to developing
countries carried out by Healey and Rand and reported by Schaumburg-Miiller (2005), the quality was found
to be better, but the study “reports weaknesses in the way feedback of lessons learned for operational
purposes was institutionalised” (ibid:121).

See Annex 9.

See Annex 6. All in all we have examined 21 MRE documents or one third of all those produced 2000-2003.
The 10 additional MREs were all produced in 2003 and altogether we have examined 15 of 19 (79%) of the
MRE documents produced in 2003.
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Another observation is that there is no clear-cut correlation between evalua-
tion size and the quality of evaluation reports.* If size and quality had been
correlated, one could assume that major evaluations are more trustworthy
and valid for developing MREs. However, this was not always the case.

The conclusion from our assessment so far is that most MRE documents are
very limited in content and explication of Sida’s responses, which is con-
firmed by the assistant who collected the MRE documents, as well as by the
evaluation officer at UTV who looked through all 65 MREs when preparing
the terms of reference for this evaluation. Only three MREs comprise an
overall assessment of the evaluation, and no more than two MREs comprise
an acceptable response with Sida’s reasons for approving the recommenda-
tions. The MRE documents compiled for UTV evaluations and from some
of the sector departments at Sida (SAREC and INEC) provide more infor-
mation. However, even though the MREs score high in our assessment, as
two of the MREs produced for UTV evaluations do, the representation of
the evaluation might still not be considered acceptable by stakeholders in the
evaluation process. One person, with major insights in one of the evalua-
tions, considered the MRE a disaster because of misrepresentation of the
evaluation. Thus, a standardized quality assessment may not be considered
valid by all stakeholders. This implies that there is not a simple way to deal
with evaluation findings in a multi-actor process, such as that operated by
Sida. Obviously, stakeholders show different interest in the same evaluation
and also view the validity, relevance and quality from different perspectives.
This situation comes into view when six evaluation processes are scrutinized
in greater depth.

A critical reader might question these results and argue that they were a
product of the applied method. Even though the MRE document does not
comprise an assessment of the evaluation or Sida’s argumentation and re-
sponse to the evaluation, nevertheless an undocumented assessment could
have taken place. When six evaluation- and MRE processes are examined
more closely in the next section, a modified picture emerges. In all six evalu-
ation processes, some kind of MRE process and considerations, at least in the
head of the person responsible for writing the MRE, emerge. In the two
UTYV evaluations more departments and people have been involved in devel-
oping MRE documents compared with the departments’ own evaluations.
However, the limited information found in the MRE documents can still be
problematic. The MRE document should consist of a documentation of
Sida’s considerations, arguments, standpoints and agreed actions to be used
as a reminder by Sida staff in general and by Sida staff not familiar with the
evaluation in particular. At Sida there is continuing rotation of staff which
complicates work and there is a demand for feasible information and knowl-
edge transfer. To improve this situation, however, most MRE documents are
not helpful. Personal contacts would in most cases lead to more insights re-

4 See Annex 6



garding evaluation findings and recommendations, and how Sida came to
judge what action to take or not to take.

3.3 Case Study of Six Evaluation and
Management Response Processes

This section deals with the results from case studies of six evaluation and
MRE processes (Table 3). Each case is examined more closely in Annex 7.

Table 3 Six evaluation and management response processes

Evaluation Type of evaluation MRE documents
RELA evaluation of Diakonia (03/07)  Mid-term 2
NATUR evaluation of two forestry

programmes in Vietnam (01/34) End of programme 2
UTV evaluation of ownership policy

(02/33) Policy 1
UTV evaluation of Private Sector

Development (03/18) Policy 1
Embassy evaluation of Reproductive

and Child Health (RCH)in India (03/24) End of project 1
SEKA evaluation of distribution of

Secondary Clothes in Angola (03/28) End of phase 1

Key: In brackets is the number of the report in Sida Evaluation.

Here attention is paid to the perceived need for evaluations, the main expe-
riences made by participating actors in the evaluation and MRE processes,
and how evaluations and MREs are used. Finally, the impact of evaluations
and the added value of MREs are explored. What then are the experiences
of the MRE system from the point of view of the involved Sida staff’ and
partners?

3.3.1 Need for Evaluation

The perceived need for an evaluation has implications for participation and
involvement in the evaluation process, and also for the use of evaluation,
which is the reason why attention is paid to the question of need.

Our examination of six evaluation processes indicates that the need for Sida
evaluations differs considerably among stakeholders. Not surprisingly, the
need 1s perceived quite differently at different levels and by Sida’s partners.
Generally, evaluations initiated by UTV meet a need at the central manage-
ment level, whereas the same evaluation is not always considered of major
interest in other parts of the organization. It is not that thematic evaluations
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are considered to be of no relevance, but Sida staff operating at other levels,
and in particular in the field organization, have found that UTV evaluations
do not have the right timing for the field organizations when they deal with
pressing problems and challenges. It does not, however, imply that such eval-
uations do not have value.*” There is not enough time for reading and dis-
cussing advanced evaluations at lower levels, a result which is clear from our
focus group interviews as well.

The perceived need for evaluations commissioned by departments/units
(RELA, NATUR, DESO and the Swedish embassy in India) is strongly
linked to the real purpose of the evaluation. RELA’s evaluation was under-
taken to legitimatize continuing support for and through Diakonia, whereas
Diakonia felt a need to design and use the evaluation for learning and im-
provement. NATUR’s accountability evaluation was decided long before it
started, and the Head of Department indicated a perceived need to assess
the result of ten years’ development collaboration through two interrelated
programmes. In the end, Sida’s field organization and the Vietnamese side
did not feel a need for this type of evaluation. DESO’s evaluation was initi-
ated by the Swedish NGO (Practical Solidarity) due to its experience of ca-
pacity problems with the implementing partner in Angola. In this case the
need for the evaluation was the same for DESO and Practical Solidarity. The
embassy evaluation is an example of a general need for evaluation in a
project process.

Furthermore, the perceived need for an evaluation is associated with the pur-
pose of the evaluation. A mid-term evaluation, with the aim of learning and
improvement serves first and foremost the needs of programme participants,
whereas an accountability evaluation initiated at the end of a programme
serves decision-makers needs. The perceived need for an evaluation highly
depends on one’s role and stakes in the programme or object of evaluation.
Evaluations can also serve the needs of the general public, but this need is
not articulated in any of the six evaluations. It is, however, implicit in all Sida
evaluations.

To return to the central level, the need for an UTV evaluation could be sig-
nificant when terms of reference are developed, but due to an extended and
prolonged process, the need has often declined somewhat when the evalua-
tion has been completed. This implies that a pre-study, background papers
and considerations expressed in terms of reference might contribute just as
much to decision making as the final evaluation. Sida managers do not al-
ways wait for an evaluation to come to an end before important decisions are
made — developing a new policy, for example. If we interpret this situation
from the perspective of process use and take into consideration the entire
evaluation process, which starts before an evaluation is commissioned, one
could argue that the evaluation is being used in support of decision making;

4 One of the two UTV evaluations examined (the ownership evaluation) is not considered important by lower
levels, whereas the PSD evaluation seemed more interesting at affected departments.



However, as the six case studies indicate, process use is not promoted by the
MRE system. On the contrary, the system conceives evaluations as products,
and 1is designed to deal with evaluations as end products. We shall soon re-
turn to this matter when the use of evaluations and MRE is discussed.

Although the MRE system 1is first of all intended for Sida, and also being
primarily examined within Sida in this evaluation, some of the collaborating
partners have been interviewed. Beside Sida staff, the evaluators, and Swed-
ish NGOs collaborating with Sida in the current evaluations have been asked
about their experiences of how collaborating partners perceived the need for,
and value of, the evaluations. Generally, partner countries and the civil soci-
ety actors involved in Sida programmes are confronted with a number of
evaluations. They are evaluated by Sida and other donors and consider the
need for a specific Sida evaluation in that perspective. External evaluations
are something that comes along with development assistance. At the same
time, there is a recognized experience of an overload of evaluations in devel-
opment assistance. Generally, from the collaborating partners’ perspective,
projects and programmes have a short time frame, but need to be understood
in context. A general experience among Sida staff, concerning partners’ view
of external evaluations, is that they feel a lack of adjustment of evaluations
to the local context. The development towards joint evaluations and coordi-
nation of evaluations seem more appropriate to serve the needs of collabo-
rating partners. Thus, the need for the same evaluation is perceived differ-
ently within Sida as well as by the collaborating partners.

3.3.2 Experiences from the Processes

The six evaluation and management processes scrutinized in this evaluation
differ in several ways. The two UTV evaluations were experienced as top
down processes by the collaborating countries and Sida’s field organization.
Despite the measures that had been taken to prepare and involve Sida’s field
organization, the ownership evaluation was perceived as a top-down initia-
tive and had to live with a legitimacy deficit. UTV evaluations were not con-
ceived as serving the needs of collaborating countries or Sida’s field organi-
zation.

Two of the evaluations, the Diakonia and the RCH-India evaluation, are
examples of participatory or process-oriented evaluations. Although the
learning from the evaluations appears not overwhelming, still the evaluations
are examples of cases where Sida’s implementing partners take part in the
evaluation process and learn from the evaluation underway.

By contrast, the evaluation of a forestry programme in Vietnam is an exam-
ple of an evaluation process which brought conflicting interests to the sur-
face. This evaluation illustrates how an evaluation process can go wrong in
that it strengthens existing tensions between the responsible department in
Stockholm, the field organization, the evaluators and the collaborating part-




ners. It also illustrates the need for more than one management response.
The Vietnamese reacted strongly to the lack of participatory processes which
they had expected to be involved in, according to the terms of reference and
to the assessment of the programme presented in the draft report. The Viet-
namese government even tried to stop the publication of the report; and it
took two years to get Vietnamese acceptance to publish the report. Sida fi-
nally convinced them that it had to be published and the inclusion of two
management responses, Sida’s and the Vietnamese, made it easier to accept
the publication. However, the evaluation could not be used as a learning in-
strument for future collaboration in Vietnam.

Shared ownership of evaluation does not prevail in any of the six evaluation,
at least formally. In some cases, however, Sida’s implementing partners had
considerable influence over the evaluation. Practical Solidarity initiated the
evaluation and Diakonia was able to influence terms of reference, the Viet-
namese side was offered a chance to work out their own management re-
sponse, and in the RCH evaluation in India the stakeholders also had a great
amount of influence on the evaluation, for examples. These cases indicate
that in practice Sida evaluations can be designed and implemented with an
amount of shared responsibility, but the general public and those not directly
involved in the evaluation, get the impression that Sida evaluations are Sida’s
own products. Obviously, Sida evaluations are not designed in the same way
as development cooperation in general. Moreover, the current MRE system
reinforces Sida’s ownership of the evaluation tool which does not correspond
well with the principle of shared responsibility for evaluations.

3.3.3 Use of Evaluation and MRE

The six evaluation processes provide plenty of examples of evaluation use.
Generally, the same evaluation is used in different ways by various stakehold-
ers and some evaluations are used more, whereas others do not leave any
deep traces at all. We have tried to single out the dominant use of the six
evaluations. This appraisal indicates that the uses are highly associated with
one’s position in the organization, the perceived need for the evaluation, and
the result and timing of the evaluation.

The most common type of use of Sida evaluations at the Director General’s
level, according to the chief controller, is interactive use. There are many sources
of information and experience, together with evaluations and MRE docu-
ments that need to be taken into account in decision making at the central
level. Generally, evaluations are used in combination with other sources and
considerations. This level is faced with an overload of evaluations, and gives
priority to evaluations that could be used at the management level or devotes
time to evaluations which are expected to create turbulence and debate. Most
evaluations comprise too many conclusions and recommendations, accord-
ing to the chief controller, and a MRE process must lead to a reduction of



Sida measures in the action plan. Ideally, Sida gives responses to all recom-
mendations, but decides to take limited action clearly specified in the action
plan.

MRE documents are first and foremost used nstrumentally for internal docu-
mentation and follow up, and particularly when Sida reports about evalua-
tions to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

The dominant use of evaluations by Sida managers at different departments
and units in Stockholm is for legitimatizing ongoing activities or radical deci-
sions about phasing out programmes or financial support. A few evaluations
are considered important and are used, but often documents produced in the
planning and monitoring processes are just as important. Management re-
sponses are mainly considered important, but in practice they are not often
asked for or used. When used, it is primarily as reminders and for follow up,
and then in an mstrumental way.

Sida’s field organization uses Sida evaluations wnleractively together with other
sources and considerations. The embassies’ own evaluations are generally
rather small and used in ongoing processes. Regarding Sida evaluations initi-
ated by a Sida department in Stockholm, the embassies are inclined to con-
sider these from a broader perspective, and also in the light of other evalua-
tion activities. Accordingly, and in line with its collaborating partners, Sida
personnel in the field adopt a broad perspective on evaluations. Manage-
ment responses are considered important by managers in the field, i.e. for
deciding about what action to take, but they are not used so much. The
dominant use of MREs is instrumental, i.e. for follow up.

The Sida personnel who use evaluations most extensively are programme offic-
ers and the person responsible for the evaluation. The main use by these ac-
tors, in the six cases, 1S legitimatizing current practice or decisions about phas-
ing out support. In some cases the evaluation manager responsible at Sida
has learned a lot during the process, which thus indicates conceptual use.
The same person is in some cases writing the MRE document in collabora-
tion with the manager in charge. As elsewhere, the MRE document is used
instrumentally and to a limited extent.

What does this evaluation tell us about the collaborating pariners’ use of evalua-
tion and MREs? As stated, some of the NGOs have learned (conceptually)
from the evaluation during the process. It is not possible to generalize about
how partners use evaluation, because it differs very much. Diakonia, for ex-
ample, who also wrote a management response, used the actual evaluation
tactically in their next application. They tried to improve the things that the
evaluators had criticized, but felt that Sida showed no real interest in these
matters. The Vietnamese used the evaluation first of all as a warning. Se-
lected parts of the evaluation could have been used for learning (i.e. concep-
tually) in the provinces and by other donors, according to one of our inter-
viewees.




Generally, evaluations are used more than MREs. The added value of an
MRE is that it serves as a tool for documentation and for follow up. However,
once finished and put on file, the MRE document is not asked for. Few of our
interviewees can recall the content of the MRE. When used, it is as a re-
minder and then in an instrumental way, i.e. implementation of the action
plan is checked and what is left to be done is decided once more.

3.3.4 Issues Concerning the Management Response System
for UTV Evaluations

Clearly, our study of the MRE processes illustrates four issues with the cur-
rent MRE system for UTV evaluations. First, the responsible person for the
evaluation at UTV could have a stake in an evaluation. Generally, an evalu-
ation has been prepared for a long time by UTV. In one case study the pre-
study was made by the responsible officer at UTV which gave him the power
to define the issues, implying that vested interests can go along with an evalu-
ation. Although the evaluation has been implemented by external consult-
ants, the responsible person for the evaluation at UTV is not unbiased.
Whether this is a problem or not depends on the perspective from which the
situation is being viewed, and also how the evaluation is managed by the
UTYV officer. Secondly, there is an obvious limitation of time at the central
management level for reading, digesting and deliberating about evaluations
and management responses, because of the number of evaluations produced
each year at Sida. Thirdly, the current routine for developing management
responses in relation to UTV evaluations could lead to a situation where the
baby is thrown out with the bathwater, i.e. important messages in the evalu-
ation might be overlooked in the MRE process. The chief controller reads
evaluation reports to find out which departments and units the evaluation
could affect and to whom the request to develop a management response is
to be sent. The focus is on what he sees as the hard core, i.e. the recommen-
dations. Delegating the judgements to lower levels to begin with, and at a
later stage make a synthesis is no guarantee of delivering justice to the evalu-
ation or for rational decision making. There might be important messages in
the evaluation that are overlooked with the current administrative routine,
due to preoccupation with recommendations and also as a result of the firm
intention to limit Sida’s commitments in the action plan. Fourthly, the role of
UTV in the MRE process is not quite clear. It seems reasonable to give UTV
responsibility for presenting and disseminating the evaluation to concerned
and affected departments and units, including giving a fair representation of
the evaluation, not only the conclusions and recommendations. This role,
however, occurs too late in the process to be constructive. It seems reasonable
that UTV should comment earlier on the draft MRE.

In addition, Sida’s board currently has an unclear role in the MRE process.
The board has to be informed about evaluations and MRE decisions accord-



ing to the administrative procedure for MREs.*® But in practice, only evalu-
ations of high general interest, or synthesis reports based on evaluations, are
occasionally presented to the board. According to the chief controller the
board has never been presented with a management response draft, and
MRE:s are not discussed in the board. The board’s role in connection with
MREs seems not well reflected in the current MRE system for evaluations.*’

3.4 Attitudes and Experiences of the
Management Response System

The five focus group interviews carried out with Sida personnel were aimed
at collecting general and authentic experiences of the MRE system at differ-
ent levels and departments/units.” The interviews covered three themes:
experiences of working out management response; MREs and evaluation
use; the value and benefit of MREs. Below we summarize the personnel’s
attitudes to and experience of the system. It should be known that it was
rather difficult to acquire personnel, except from UTYV, willing to participate
in the focus groups. This also indicates a lack of interest in the MRE system.
Secondly, it indicates that few people feel they have enough experience to
have something to say and thirdly that few persons feel responsible for the
system. Perhaps some of the participants in the interviews were more in fa-
vour of the system compared with their colleagues. But those who decided to
devote some time generally had more experience of MREs. Hence, attitudes
to the MRE system are mainly merged with experience of the system. One
might assume that the attitudes among those that have no experience would
be more negative, because there is a known perception of work overload.

Although attitudes and experience differ somewhat between the focus groups
as well as within the groups, there are attitudes and experiences that seem
more general. Some of the experiences can be assumed to be more valid
than others. Obviously, nobody has experienced a proper introduction of the
MRE system in the organization. However, we cannot tell for sure the extent
to which the participants in the focus groups have provided a representative
picture of the personnel’s need for the system,. The participants were asked
to report about the department’s/unit’s experience which implies that the
assessment of the need for the system is not confined to the participants
themselves.

4 Gd 45/98

47 This evaluation has not examined how the board has dealt with and discussed evaluation summaries
presented by the chief controller.

4 They included Heads of Sida units, UTV, embassy counsellors, Sida staff with experiences of evaluations
and MREs at Sida’s regional and sector departments.




3.4.1 Attitudes

The general picture is that the MRE system meets a need at Sida. Some say
that if the system were not there, somebody would eventually invent it. The
system is thought of as a natural response to the need for systematizing how
to deal with evaluations when they are to be completed. At the same time
attitudes to the system are not overwhelmingly positive, primarily because it
adds a burden to an organization already under stress. Those greatly in-
volved in evaluation, in particular those that view evaluation as an important
instrument, have expressed a need for a response system.

Our interviews indicate that the system is most appreciated by managers and
staff in the field organization. The positive attitude among these two groups
has primarily to do with the perceived need for the system and the potential
they can see.

The main criticism among Sida staff is that the MRE system has not been
well introduced and that not enough time has been devoted for it. Another
criticism is that management responses are not requested or followed up by
managers. Accordingly, personnel who have produced MREs ask themselves
‘what is the point of providing an MRE if it is not used’? Furthermore, quite
a few emphasize that the system is not given high priority and supervised by
managers which in turn sends out signals to the staff that it is not so impor-
tant.

Advocates feel a need for the system, and think it is misleading to expect too
much from MREs. The system provides an administrative structure for the
considerations and judgements made by Sida, and a single MRE is no more
than documentation of this work. Staff attitudes to the MRE system differ
between Sida departments/units. However, in general, the main attitudes
are:

— There is a need to improve the utilization of evaluations
— Personnel think there is an overload of documents and documentation.

— Managers and staff’ in the field organization are those most in favour of
the MRE system.

— Some think it is an important device, whereas others can easily live with-
out it.

3.4.2 Experience

In most cases the system is first of all used for documentation. Not much time
1s spent compiling MRE documents and these are not generally used specifi-
cally in decision making. The MRE document can be hard to find and the
content has generally been forgotten, even by those who were involved. Very
few refer to MREs as living documents. There are, however, some parts of
the organization where the system seems to work better. MREs made as a



complement to UTV evaluations involve more people and departments. The
MRE process, which the chief controller coordinates, can be described as
collaborative with concerned departments. As indicated earlier in this report,
UTYV evaluations and corresponding MRE are generally more elaborate
compared with departmental MREs. Likewise, at some embassies the staff
have actively discussed evaluations and provided input to MREs.

Once the management response has been developed and disseminated to
those most concerned, and this does not include Sida partners, the demand
for MREs is very low. Evidently, there are no clear routines for taking care of
MRE:s.

There is some confusion about the status of MREs. Controllers, for example,
do not know whether it is a compulsory rule. Concerning departmental
MREjs, it is not clear whose responsibility it is to write them.

The action plans are not always followed up, and MREs are rarely integrated
and used in decision making. MREs seems to follow a side track, and not
normally taken into consideration in forums where important strategic deci-
sions are made.

The learning that takes place in relation to management response is for the
most part confined to those involved in developing the MRE document, and
in most cases few people are involved. The documentation is assumed to
have a value as such by managers — a value which few of Sida staft inter-
viewed think it has. In short, staff experience of the MRE system is as fol-
lows:

—  The system was launched with no introduction and poor instructions
— There 1s confusion as to whether the MRE system is compulsory
—  MRE is not known by all staff and some refer to it as action plan

— Staff do not consider Sida to be a learning organization, which is indi-
cated by scarce use of evaluations and MRE

— Evaluations/MREs are not generally dealt with rigorously and thor-
oughly

— Sida staff feel that managers are content when MREs are produced
— Managers strive to keep Sida’s commitments/action plans short

— Managers do not give high priority to MREs

— Managers do not generally remember the content of an MRE

— A limited amount of time is spent on MREs

— Action plans are followed up ad hoc"

IS
&

In addition: Informal MREs are sometimes developed; i.e. agreed minutes in mid-term reviews, and MREs are
sometimes produced for joint evaluations, and partners are sometimes encouraged to write MREs.
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Based on staff experience of when things work at Sida in general, the follow-
ing conditions and factors seem critical for the MRE system to work:

— It is highly dependent on experienced officers and active managers
— The status of MREs is low, which explains their limited use.

— There 1s not always a need for developing MREs. (When an evaluation
has ended without major findings, for example)

— The timing of evaluations and MREs compared to project/programme
processes is a problem.(Important decisions have sometimes already been
taken)

Attitudes to the system are generally more positive compared with the expe-
riences of how the system works. This could partly be explained by a more
positive attitude among the interviewees, but also because of the experienced
implementation failures revealed in this evaluation.

The added value of an MRE compared with the evaluation is first of all
documentation. Advocates also point to the value of the system for informa-
tion and knowledge transfer, but, as indicated, this added value can be ques-
tioned. In addition, the persons commissioned to develop input to, or the
entire, MRE learn more from the evaluation, because they are forced to go
through the evaluation carefully. According to our interviews, however, there
are doubts as to whether MREs contribute to learning at the management
level. Important evaluations are used anyhow, and MREs do not add much
in those cases. Evaluations of low interest are not used, and MREs do not
enhance use in such cases.

In short, the value and benefits of the system perceived by the staft’ are as
follows:

— The prime value is for documentation
— MREs mark a clear end to an evaluation

— The person who writes the management response learns more from the
evaluation

—  MREs would be valuable when new stafl’ need to learn about an evalua-
tion and Sida’s judgements and standpoints.

Not surprisingly, most managers, in contrast to most staff, consider the sys-
tem to have an intrinsic value. It is first of all a management and steering
tool. The system does not facilitate learning in an open and collaborative
way. On the contrary, the “learning” is management-oriented and instru-
mental.



4. Overall Assessment
of the Sida Management
Response System

The purpose of the management response system is to enhance the use of
evaluations, improve learning and documentation, and in turn contribute to
a more effective Sida. Based on our empirical findings and other studies of
evaluations of development cooperation one could partly question the as-
sumptions or intervention logic of the MRE system. The system is built on
assumptions of a rational and learning organization. A prerequisite for the
system 1s high quality evaluations and integration with existing forums for
decision making. However, this evaluation and other studies, indicate that the
quality assumption is not realistic. The quality of evaluation reports is une-
ven and sometimes low. The way the system is constructed there is no clear
quality control built into the MRE or the evaluation system.’® This implies
that the assumption of accurate and valid evaluations needs to be probed in
each case. Preoccupation with recommendations tends to give an impression
of rationality, but when evaluations are used instrumentally without probing
the validity it could have the opposite effect. The system is not well integrated
with other documentation and decision making. Forums where major deci-
sions are taken do not often use evaluations and management responses. The
learning assumption, probed against theories of evaluation use, shows that
the conditions for learning are not well reflected in the design of the system.”!
The evaluation is viewed as an end product where the hard core, 1.e. the
conclusions and recommendations, is to be used. Learning, however, de-
mands appropriate institutions, time for reflection and shared understand-
ing, and also support at management level, for example.™

The management response system does not work as well as it could, due to a
number of implementation failures. Staff experience of how the system
works in practice indicates that there 1s a need for a system, but managers do
not use or request MREs. Management responses have low status compared
with other routines and documents. The organization does not provide
enough time for deliberation for the system to work well. Furthermore, suf-
ficient time available to deal with evaluations at the management level is a

50 If a quality control system had been in place, approximately 20 percent of Sida’s evaluations would not have
been published without revision (cf. Forss & Carlsson, 1997 and chapter 3 of this report).

51 Boyle and Lemaire, 1999: 10

52 See Annex 3; Boyle and Lemaire, 1999; Forss et al. 2002; Patton, 1994, 1997.
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prerequisite for the system. As indicated, the Director General’s Office does
not deal with all UTV evaluations. The argument is that not all evaluations
are of high general interest. Management responses are first of all used for
documentation which adds structure to the evaluation process. Those in-
volved in writing MREs learn more from the evaluation, but the main use of
MRE:s is instrumental, 1.e. MREs are used to check the implementation of
action decided. However, the follow up is not always routine in various de-
partments. Managers have been restrained about Sida’s commitments in or-
der to ensure that action plans and Sida’s commitments do not become too
demanding. The timing of evaluations and MREs is often a problem when it
comes to use. Important decisions are taken before the MRE is made and
quite a few action plans refer to ongoing work or decisions already taken.
However, as indicated in this study, evaluations are used in various ways. If
the end product is not used, the evaluation process might well be. Process use
is not generally thought of as a significant type of evaluation use. Moreover,
such use is not reported upwards in the organization, and could be underes-
timated in this evaluation. The evaluation could also be used for tactical
reasons or for legitimatizing ongoing programmes or projects, but such uses
are not generally considered as justifiable use but they still exist.”

The chief controller has the responsibility for developing and coordinating
MRE:s for UTV evaluations. UTV’s role is to keep an eye on the MRE docu-
ment to make sure that the evaluation is represented fairly. However, UTV’s
remote role seems problematic in cases when UTV officers feel a need to
sound the alarm about misrepresentation of the evaluation in the MRE doc-
ument. UTV and the chief controller can read an evaluation in different
ways and what the chief controller thinks could be overlooked might be per-
ceived as a violation by UTV. If UTV’s comments come in to the MRE
process late, it could be too late to carry out revisions. In practice, and in
contrast to UTV evaluations, the persons responsible for the evaluation at
departments and embassies are far more involved in developing manage-
ment responses. The role of the person responsible for the evaluation at de-
partments as well as the routines for the MRE process 1s not familiar to all.
The remote role of UTV could need discussion and perhaps be reconsid-
ered, especially if the current system is revised, whereas the person responsi-
ble for evaluations within departments seems to be far too involved.

The MRE system has limited value for knowledge transfer. Most MRE docu-
ments are very short and can only marginally help new personnel to become
familiar with Sida’s argumentation and responses to the evaluation. For a
person unfamiliar with the evaluation, an MRE document might give an
impression of rationality, but if the representation of the evaluation is not
fair, the documentation and knowledge transfer could be counterproduc-
tive.

53 Cf. Annex 7; Bandstein, 2005



Sida’s board exercises general guidance and supervision of Sida’s activities,
but has currently no clear role in the MRE process. Its commission, however,
indicates a responsibility for evaluations that goes beyond deciding evalua-
tion plans. If the hard core of evaluations, from a management perspective,
1s conclusions and recommendations, the hard core of MREs, not only from
a management but also from a board perspective, could be Sida’s response,
action plans and follow ups.

Management responses are rarely requested and used, and the content is
often forgotten, at management level. The system seems more important
than single management responses, which indicates that the system is used
for organizational legitimatization.

The way the current system is designed first of all matches the engineering
model of evaluation use.’* This model implies that evaluations are used as a
tool for improving a goal-oriented and rationally working organization. At
the same time Sida wants to be perceived as a learning organization. How-
ever, viewed from a learning organization perspective, the system does not
provide enough time for learning, and the learning is confined to desk offic-
ers and management level. Thus, the current system cannot meet the re-
quirements and assumptions of the engineering model. The assumption of
evaluation quality and of evaluations providing Sida with complete and cor-
rect information could be questioned. Similarly, the pre-conditions for the
system to work according to a learning model of evaluation use are not in
existence at Sida. Insufficient time and commitment is being provided for
MRE processes at present.

The current system is more understandable from a political and institutional
perspective. From the political perspective Sida’s organizational context can
be described as a division of power where different actors and interests pre-
vail within and outside the organization. The current system strengthens the
management level and its power to decide about what action to take or not
to take. The institutional perspective also contributes to understanding of the
system. The values, norms, and transparent routines and procedures which
the system promotes appear to be more important than the content of single
management responses. One could conceive managers’ use of management
responses as a form of system use. From this perspective the limited interest
shown in actual management responses becomes understandable. The prime
value of the system is to add legitimacy to the organization by pointing to a
system which takes care of evaluations; a rational organization takes good
care of the evaluations it produces.

5 Cf. Annex 3




5. Conclusions and

Recommendations

This evaluation has identified a number of advantages and disadvantages

with Sida’s management response system:

Advantages

The system meets a need for enhancing the utilization of evaluations

Despite insufficient launching and implementation it is appreciated on
principle grounds by most Sida staff

It forces Sida managers to consider evaluations and take action
The documentation adds some structure to the evaluation process
It serves as a reminder

It adds some legitimacy by associating Sida with a rational organization

Disadvantages

Management response is negatively loaded in parts of the organization
In many cases MREs prolong the evaluation process

The system 1s Sida-centred and does not facilitate dialogue, partnership
and ownership. (Sida’s partners are not included in the MRE process.
Recommendations directed to partners are not considered in Sida’s
MRE:s and there are no routines for taking care of these.)

There is a timing problem. The evaluation process and the process to
which the evaluation and the MRE are supposed to contribute (project,
programme process) are not brought together.

MRE is not well coordinated with other documentation
If there is a follow up of action plans it is often ad hoc

A weak instrument for organizational learning (the learning stays mostly
with those commissioned to develop MREs)

The conditions for organizational and collective learning based on MRE
are weak (capacity problems, timing, low status, decisions already taken)

Managers are often contented to refer to the existence of the system, but
rarely refer to individual MREs; MREs are not living documents



5.1 Main Conclusions

We have summarized our findings and assessment of the management

response system and reduced them to three main conclusions. These are:

1.

The assumptions of the system (intervention logic) are reasonable and

consistent to attain the desired outcome of better documentation and

structure, but not quite consistent with the intention of (organizational)

learning. This has to do with the following:

a.

MRE analyses focus on conclusions and recommendations without
systematically checking the accuracy of evaluations, which implies
that Sida’s action may be being based on questionable grounds.

(organizational) learning demands forums for deliberation, which is
not well reflected in the management response system.

the working procedures for dealing with evaluation findings and de-
veloping MREs at management level promote an instrumental and
mechanic use of evaluations.

the system’s integration with existing forums for decision making is
not considered thoroughly in the design of the system.

In practice the system’s contribution to achieving (organizational) learn-

ing has been limited due to the following implementation failures:

a.

the staff involved, and the work devoted, for developing MREs varies
but is in most cases limited, indicating that the conditions for learning
are not provided in practice.

the system as such is appreciated and used by managers, but individ-
ual MREs have low status particularly in decision making.

MRE documents provide incomplete representation of evaluations,
provide scant information about Sida’s considerations and responses,
and are therefore of limited value for knowledge transfer and learn-

ing.

The system does not enhance partnership, dialogue and ownership, and
is thus not a support to Sida’s overall endeavours.

a.

Sida’s partners are not included in the MRE system, which does not
correspond to Sida’s overall principles.

Sida does not respond to recommendations directed to partners, and
partners do not respond to recommendations directed to Sida.

Partners assume that Sida welcomes the requested changes presented
in the evaluation (which is not always the case).




5.2 Options

Based on these three conclusions we have identified four options for the fu-
ture — courses of action which need to be communicated within Sida and
with Sida’s partners before a decision is made about the system’s future. As
indicated, Sida personnel criticised the introduction of the current system.
There is now an opportunity to anchor the decision through discussions with
Sida personnel and their partners. We have identified four options: termina-
tion, the status quo, and two development alternatives.

5.2.1 Termination

The alternative to close down the current system could be considered despite
the fact that we do not consider this to be a realistic option. If the system is
terminated, and everything else is equal, this would free up time for the eval-
uation process. But there is still a need for some kind of response system as
long as evaluations are produced continually. Most likely some kind of rou-
tine or system to deal with evaluations would sooner or later evolve.

5.2.2 Status Quo

— no changes in routines and procedures in the current system

— main advantages: the system, including documentation, could add some
legitimacy to existing practice and this option provides freedom of choice
for managers

— main disadvantages: a risk that Sida’s action are based on weak or even
invalid grounds (evaluations), basic conditions for learning are not pro-
vided, the low priority shown by managers also sends out signals to Sida
staff that writing MREs is not so important.

In those (few) cases where the current system works fairly well, the manage-
ment level is actively involved in developing MREs, treating MREs as an
important device, and using MREs in combination with the evaluation for
learning and future action.

5.2.3 Sida Response (SR) System

— modify and strengthen the existing response system, and clarify the cen-
tralized (UTV) and decentralized (Dep./Units/Emb.) subsystems for
Sida staft’ and partners.

— change the name to Sida Response (SR) system

— develop better instructions and routines for the system®

% A SR response sheet that can be easily downloaded and perhaps filled in electronically with clear
instructions would be helpful.



enhance the status by using SRs in forums where important decisions are
taken

provide more time for reflection and move from doing “duty MREs” to
serious and authentic SRs

develop a flexible response system which includes a decision not to re-
spond, a limited response and a complete response.

the SR system would need a response committee for each evaluation.

main advantages: improve the original intentions with the management
response system and guarantee that power and freedom of choice stay
with Sida managers. Move resources from “duty MREs” to authentic SRs.

main disadvantages: not quite feasible for Sida’s field organization model
and not in accordance with the overall goals/principles of partnership,
dialogue, and shared responsibility.

5.2.4  Sida- Partner Response (SPR) system

extend the system to include partners’ responses

clarify routines for generating responses from Sida departments and part-
ners involved

demand Sida response to recommendations directed to partners, and
partner response to recommendations addressed to Sida

add the purpose to reach agreed consent (between Sida and its partners)
to the intention of the SPR system, and decide criteria for situations
when Sida cannot reach agreed consent. Sida can use a veto if basic Sida
principles are violated

develop a flexible response system which includes: deciding not to re-
spond, a limited and a complete response.

the SPR system would need a response committee for each evaluation.

enhance the status by using SPRs in forums where important dialogues
and decisions take place

provide more time for reflection and move from producing “duty MREs”
to serious SPRs

main advantages: enhance rationality in collective action, facilitate col-
lective and inter-organizational learning

main disadvantages: the evaluation processes is prolonged; time consum-
ing

Annex 8 comprises a presentation of the proposed administrative guidelines
for dealing with SRs and SPRs.




5.3 Implications for Cost Efficiency
and Effectiveness

What are the implications of these options for cost efficiency and effective-
ness? The termination alternative, not considered as a serious option, could
be cost efficient in the short run if the time freed up were used in a more ef-
fective way. However, the close-down alternative would need to be combined
with other measures in order to enhance evaluation use. It is not reasonable
to invest money in an evaluation if it is not used. Even though the status quo
alternative is not very demanding it might not be cost efficient because it can
lead to decisions which “throw the baby out with the bath water”, 1.e. valu-
able resources could be thrown away if decisions are based on an inadequate
evaluation, poor conclusions and recommendations. The two developing al-
ternatives demand resources and might be time-consuming and costly. How-
ever, they imply an allocation of time for reflection in a more effective way.
If cost efficiency is viewed from a learning organization or collective action
perspective, both these alternatives could be cost efficient in the long run.
These alternatives have introduced a new step to avoid spending time on
developing time-consuming and insignificant responses. However, the two
development alternatives will add burden to Sida and its partners if every-
thing else is equal. Both these alternatives could be economically defendable
if they were coordinated with other evaluation activities to avoid over-evalu-
ation.

The termination alternative could perhaps improve Sida’s effectiveness, if
viewed from a pure Sida perspective. A prerequisite, however, is that the re-
leased resources are used more effectively. If Sida’s effectiveness increases, it
could still reduce the partners’ effectiveness, and also reduce the pay off from
development cooperation in general. If the SR alternative is considered from
a learning organization perspective, and the SPR alternative from a collec-
tive learning and partnership perspective with shared responsibility and
ownership as important endeavours, both these alternatives have a potential
to promote (collective) effectiveness. Thus, what seems effective depends on
the perspective from which effectiveness is viewed.

Moreover, evaluations have many intended functions, and not only to pro-
mote effectiveness. The design of a future response system would need to
consider other intended functions with evaluations as well.

5.4 Recommendations

Our recommendation is to develop the SPR alternative if Sida personnel
and partners, after discussion, approve it. Our main arguments are that this
alternative can help to achieve the aims of the current MRE system, pro-
mote collective learning and shared responsibility, and it harmonizes with
Sida’s overall goals of dialogue, partnership and ownership. Sida is also rec-



ommended to disseminate the summary, together with chapter 5 of this re-
port (or a more elaborated document based on this evaluation) to different
stakeholders within Sida and to a selection of partners along with questions
to be thoroughly considered and answered.”® A seminar could also be consid-
ered for deliberation concerning the design of the future system.

% Examples of questions: What are the advantages and disadvantages of the three options? Can the SR and
SPR system work? Is there a need to refine or modify the options? What information should a response
sheet collect? (How) can the two options be integrated into existing institutions/forums? What course of
action, based on what arguments, is considered to be the best?
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Annex 1
]

Terms of Reference

Utvardering av Sidas Management Response-system for utvarderingar

Bakgrund

Enligt GD-beslut 158/98 ska Sida sedan den 1 januari 1999 gora ett syste-
matiskt stillningstagande, ett sa kallat Management response (MRE), for
varje utviardering® som utforts:

1. av eller pa bestéllning av Sekretariatet for utvardering och intern revision
(UTV).
2. pé bestillning av Sidas operativa avdelningar®®.

I den till beslutet bakomliggande promemorian konstateras att behovet av
systematiska stiallningstaganden avseende utvirderingar och revisioner tidi-
gare tagits upp 1 ett flertal tillfallen och sammanhang”. Ett sadant samman-
hang var Sidas verkslednings internat 1415 maj 1997, da den dévarande
chefen for UTV, Ann Marie Fallenius, lagt fram ett forslag for reformering av
UTYV och Sidas utvirderingsverksamhet. I forslaget skriver Fallenius:

Enligt Policy f6r Sidas utvarderingsverksamhet har samtliga chefer vid Sida
ett ansvar for att resultat av utvirderingsverksamheten beaktas 1 Sidas policy-
arbete, vid hanteringen av pagaende insatser och vid beslut om utformningen
av nya insatser. De gingna tva arens erfarenheter har emellertid visat att
denna foreskrift inte ar tillfyllest for att slutsatser och rekommendationer av
utvarderingsverksamheten skall beaktas och atgérder vidtas. Det kravs for-
modligen mera formella mekanismer for att astadkomma detta.”

Varpa hon skisserar hur ett management response-system skulle kunna se ut.
Forslaget paminner om det system som da redan tillampades for internrevi-
sioner och syftet med detsamma skulle enligt Fallenius vara “att starka Sidas
resultatstyrning och sikra kvaliteten i verksamheten”®. Denna malbeskriv-
ning kom dock att modifieras nagot i namnda GD-beslut. Enligt detta ar
systemets syfte “att starka lirandet och skapa tydliga stillningstaganden och

@
<

Beslutet galler ocksé for management response for revisioner, men detta system ar inte foremal for denna
utvardering.

Till kategorin 'operativa avdelningar’ ska i detta sammanhang ocksa utlandsmyndigheter med bistandsverk-
samhet hanféras.

Ann Marie Fallenius, "UTV och Sidas utvarderingsverksamhet — tankar om reformering av Sidas utvérder-
ingssystem”, forslag daterat 1997-05-06, s. 4.
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klara ansvarslinjer for atgarder 1 (sic.) anledning av utvarderingar och revisio-
ner”. Nar Sidas utvirderingspolicy senare reviderades och sedermera be-
slutades av Sidas generaldirektor (GD) inférdes konstateras att MRE-syste-
met har tll syfte att “sakerstilla att utvirderingsresultat och darav foljande
rekommendationer beaktas av Sidas berorda avdelningar, samt att atgarder
som vidtas som foljd av utviarderingarna registreras pa ett tillfredsstallande
Ao

Systemets praktiska tillampning beskrivs 1 utvarderingspolicyn. Har framgéar
att alla UT'V:s utvarderingar ska tillstallas GD. GD ger den eller de av den
aktuella utvarderingen berorda avdelningarna i uppdrag att ta fram en hand-
lingsplan som ska beskriva de insatser som berérd avdelningschef bedomer
som nodvindiga for att 16sa problem som identifierats 1 utvarderingen. Hand-
lingsplanen bor ocksa innehalla en tidsplan {6r genomforandet av dessa in-
satser. Dessutom bor den innehalla uppgift om hur vunna erfarenheter kan
spridas. Forslag till handlingsplan ska helst upprittas inom sex veckor efter
att utvarderingen tillstallts GD. Handlingsplanen (eller om flera avdelningar
berérs handlingsplanerna) sammanstélls av chefskontrollern till en MRE
som UTV bér fa tillfalle att kommentera innan den genom ett formellt beslut
faststélls av GD.

Av policyn framgar det vidare att Sidas avdelningschefer dr ansvariga for
uppfoljning av hur handlingsplanerna inom deras respektive ansvarsoMRE-
ade genomfors. Chefscontrollern har till uppgift att var sjatte manad rappor-
tera resultatet av dessa uppfoljningar till GD och UTV. UTV ska 1 sin tur
regelbundet granska i vilken omfattning atgiarder vidtas med anledning av de
utvirderingar som de genomfort.

Nir det giller de operativa avdelningarnas egna utvirderingar dr det den
aktuella avdelningen som sjilv ansvarar {6r beredning av handlingsplaner,
beslut om MRE och uppfoljning av desamma. Enligt utvirderingspolicyn
bor dock chefscontrollern, 1 samarbete med UTV och Sidas avdelningar,
varje ar genomfora en ”genomgripande analys av alla resultat och vunna

erfarenheter frén alla Sidas utvirderingar”®?.

MRE-systemet har vid det har laget varit 1 bruk i1 drygt fem ar. Under denna
tid har Sida kunnat samla erfarenheter om bade for- och nackdelar med
systemet. En sadan erfarenhet ar att systemet med tiden har fatt genomslag 1
organizationen sa tillvida att de allra flesta utvirderingar blir foremal for
berérda avdelningars stiallningstaganden. Erfarenheterna visar emellertid
ocksa att det finns problem med bland annat kvaliteten av dessa stallningsta-
ganden och uppfoljningen av handlingsplanerna. Nar det giller kvaliteten av
MRE genomforde UTV vid foreberedelsearbetet till denna uppdragsbe-
skrivning en analys av ett stort antal MRE. Det visade sig da att utvirdering-
arnas slutsatser sillan analyseras och operationaliseras av de berérda avdel-

61 Policy for Sidas utvarderingsverksamhet, s. 8.
2 Policy for Sidas utvarderingsverksamhet, s 9.



ningarna. I stillet kommenteras bara utvirderingarnas rekommendationer.
Relativt ofta avvisas ocksa rekommendationer 1 dessa kommentarer som fel-
aktiga eller irrelevanta. Nir det géller uppfoljningen av handlingsplanerna ar
dessa bristfalliga. Det finns sdlunda indikationer pd att det finns brister 1
handliggningen av MRE.

Utvarderingens syfte och anvandning

UTYV finner det mot denna bakgrund angeliget att utvirdera MRE-syste-
met. Utvarderingens syfte ar att:

1. Kartligga hur MRE-systemets interventionslogik och hur det fungerar 1
praktiken.

2. Pabasen av kartlaggningen och relevant utvirderingsforskning analysera
och virdera MRE-systemets maluppfyllelse®, effekter® och relevans®.

3. Pa basen av utvirderingsresultaten framligga rekommendationer av-
seende MRE-systemet.

Utvarderingsprocessen och utviarderingsresultaten dr dmnade att anvandas
som en input 1 en standigt pagaende reflexionsprocess betraffande kvaliteten
1 UTV:s och Sidas utvirderingsverksamhet. Pa sa sitt kan den bade bidra till
framtida forandringar av utvarderingspolicyn, och till savil individuellt som
organisatoriskt larande om utvirdering. Vad avser det senare 4r det av stor
vikt att relevanta intressenter aktivt involveras 1 utvarderingsprocessen. Detta
sker dels genom att UTV upprittar en referensgrupp for utvirderingen, dels
genom att denna grupp och andra nyckelpersoner deltar som respondenter 1
utvirderingen.®

Uppdraget
Konsultens uppdrag ar att:
1. kartlagga MRE-systemets interventionslogik och praktiska tillampning,

2. analysera och virdera systemets maluppfyllelse, eftekter och relevans.

&

framlagga rekommendationer avseende MRE-systemet.

6!

by

Har handlar det, som framgar av utvérderingspolicyn, om att bilda sig en uppfattning om planerade resultat
uppnétts och malsattningar infriats. | Sidas utvarderingshandbok anvands den engelska termen ’effective-
ness’, dvs. graden av maluppfyllelse givet de mal som formulerats for systemet, for detta utvarderingskrite-
rium.

Utvarderingspolicyn definierar detta kriterium som de avsiktliga eller oavsiktliga effekter, som en
verksamhet medfért. Kriteriet innefattar positiva och negativa effekter pa kort och lang sikt. | Sidas
utvarderingshandbok ar definitionen for den motsvarande engelska termen ‘impact’ "Intended or unintended
change due directly or indirectly to an intervention”, Looking Back, Moving Forward — Sida Evaluation Manual
(Sida 2004), Annex C, s. 105.

Enligt definitionen i utvarderingshandboken ar relevans (relevance) "the extent to which a development
intervention conforms to the needs and priorities of target groups and the policies of recipient countries and
donors” (s. 25) | detta sammanhang &r emellertid relevans en fraga om huruvida MRE-systemet ar
andamalsenligt i férhallande till de problem i utvérderingsverksamheten som det &r amnat att l6sa.

Mer om detta i metodavsnittet nedan.
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Kartlaggningen

Kartlaggningen ska vara deskriptiv och askadliggora MRE-systemets nter-
ventionslogik, det vill saga for hur systemet ar avsett att fungera och vad det dr
avsett att astadkomma. I detta sammanhang ar det sarskilt viktigt att upp-
mirksamma att MRE-systemet inte 4r amnat att losa alla problem som kan
uppsta 1 utviarderingsverksamheten. En kartliggning av systemets teori ar
salunda en kartliggning av vad just MRE-systemet ar avsett att bidra med 1
Sidas utvarderingsverksamhet.

Det formella uttrycket for denna interventionslogik dr utvarderingspolicyn.
Denna fastslar att systemet framst ar avsett att sédkerstilla att utvirderingsre-
sultat och darav foljande rekommendationer beaktas av berérda avdelningar.
Darutover framgar som namnts att detta rent praktiskt ska ske genom att
avdelningarna upprittar och foljer upp handlingsplaner. Policyn ger emel-
lertid en tdmligen knapphandig beskrivning av vilka problem systemet ar
amnat att losa, och vad det pa vad som 1 LFA-terminologin kallas for out-
come-niva r avsett att astadkomma®. Darfor bor konsulten ocksé vid en
beskrivning av systemets interventionslogik beakta tva viktiga bakgrundsdo-
kument; narmare bestamt GD-beslutet 158/98 och det férslag som framla-
des av UTV till VL-internatet 1 maj 1997. Av dessa dokument ar det mojligt
att bade explicit och implicit hirleda systemets interventionslogik.

Konsulterna ska vidare kartlagga hur systemets teori 1 praktiken uppfattas av
dess nyckelintressenter®. Konsulten forvintas darvidlag att kartligga négra
nyckelpersoners uppfattningar om:

1. Vilket som ar MRE-systemets syfte.
2. Hur MRE-systemet ar tankt att fungera rent praktiskt.

Denna kartlaggning ska ligga till grund for jamférelser mellan olika intres-
senters forvantningar pa systemet, och de forvintningar som finns formule-
rade 1 text.

Konsulten ska ocksd kartlagga hur MRE-systemet tillimpas 1 praktiken.
Denna kartliggning ska belysa hur en MRE-process ser ut, och darvidlag
besvara fragor som de foljande:

1. Vilka ar inblandade i en MRE-process?
2. Hur arbetar de inblandade 1 MRE-processen?

67 Logical Framework Approach (LFA) ska tillampas vid beredningar av Sida-finansierade insatser. Outcome
definieras i Sidas utvarderingshandbok som "The likely or achieved shortterm and medium-term effects of
an interventions outputs” (s. 109). Outputs ar enligt handboken “the products, capital goods and services
which result from a development intervention” (s. 109). MRE-systemets outcomes éar alltsa de effekter som
den i policyn foreskrivna handlaggningsordningen resulterar i.

% Sadana intressenter ar UTV:s ledning, avdelningschefer, controllers samt Sida-handlaggare som skriver
handlingsplaner.



Vardering och rekommendationer

Konsulten forvintas vidare att analysera och virdera MRE-systemet utifran
utvirderingskriterierna maluppfyllelse, effekter och relevans. Bedéomnings-
grunden for denna virdering ska férutom av kartliggningen bestd av erfa-
renheter fran relevant utvarderingsforskning,

Maluppfyllelse

Maluppfyllelse ar den i utvarderingspolicyn svenska éversattningen av utvar-
deringskriteriet effectiveness. Den engelska terminologin aterfinns bland
annat 1 Sidas utviarderingshandbok dar f6ljande formulering ringar in be-

greppet:

The term effectiveness refers to the extent to which the objectives of an in-
tervention have been achieved as a result of the implementation of planned
activities. Effectiveness can be measured at the level of outputs as well as at
the levels of outcome and impact.®

I denna utvirdering forvantas konsulten att underséka huruvida implemen-
teringen av MRE-systemet ar tillfyllest vad avser de output-mal (alltsa den
handldggningsordning) som formuleras 1 utvarderingspolicyn. Det vill siga
om, och 1532 fall 1 vilken utstrickning:

1. MRE skrivs for alla utvarderingar.

2. handlingsplaner skrivs inom den stipulerade tiden pa sex veckor fran
overlamnandet.

3. atgarder som vidtas som {6ljd av utvirderingarna registreras pa ett till-
fredsstallande sitt, det vill siga om a) MRE alltid innehaller handling-
splaner och tidsplaner, b) handlingsplaner och tidsplaner atgirdas och
f6ljs upp systematiskt.

4. det genomfors nagon genomgripande analys av alla resultat och vunna
erfarenheter fran alla Sidas utvirderingar. Av vem och hur 1 sa fall?

Fragan om MRE-systemets maluppfyllelse ska vidare bedomas 1 forhallande till
de mal som avser systemets outcomes. Dessa mal 4r de som kan hirledas ur
den interventionslogik som konsulterna kartlagt genom granskningen av ut-
varderingspolicyn, GD-beslut 158/98 och Fallenius forslag till reformering
av Sidas utviarderingsverksamhet. Konsulten bér salunda bland annat be-
svara hur och 1 sé fall 1 vilken utstrackning:

*  MRE-systemet stiarker Sidas resultatstyrning och sikrar kvaliteten 1 verk-
samheten.”

% |ooking Back, Moving Forward — Sida Evaluation Manual (Sida 2004), s. 28.
70 Fallenius, s 6.



*  MRE-systemet starker lirandet och skapar tydliga stillningstaganden
och klara ansvarslinjer for dtgdrder med anledning av utvirderingar.”

Bedomningen av maluppfyllelse avseende dessa, och andra 1 utviarderingen
uppméirksammade, avsedda outcomes genomfors genom att konsulten var-
derar kvaliteten av saval MRE-processerna som de skrivna MRE-produk-
terna. Bland annat foljande fragor ska harvidlag besvaras.

1. Starker MRE-processerna lirandet? Hos vem och hur i sa fall?

2. Skapar MRE-processerna klara ansvarslinjer for atgarder?

3. Svarar MRE mot utvirderingarnas slutsatser och rekommendationer?
4

Uppvisar MRE generellt en god forstaelse for utvirderingarnas slutsatser
och rekommendationer?

Effekter

Effekter ar den 1 utvarderingspolicyn svenska 6versattningen av utvarderings-
kriteriet impact. Effekter ar de avsiktliga och oavsiktliga, positiva och nega-
tiva konsekvenser som direkt eller indirekt orsakats av en insats. I den har
utviarderingen analyseras och virderas de avsedda forvintade konsekven-
serna inom ramen for utvarderingskriteriet maluppfyllelse. Inom ramen for
det som har avses med effekter ska konsulterna forsoka klarligga MRE-
systemets eventuella positiva och negativa, direkta och indirekta, oforutsedda
effekter. Exempelvis kan konsulten harvidlag fraga sig vad inférandet av
MRE-systemet kan ha haft fér konsekvenser for:

* utvarderingsverksamheten 1 stort och de mal som formuleras for den-
samma 1 utviarderingspolicyn.

* hur och pa vilket sitt Sida-personal ldr av utvarderingar.

* hur och pa vilket sitt utvarderingar leder till féréindringar 1 den operativa
verksamheten.

» ansvarsutkrivande och kontroll.
* Sida-personals attityder till utvarderingsverksamheten.

Erfarenheterna av systemets effekter pa Sida férvintas jamforas med erfa-
renheter i relevant utvarderingsforskning,

Relevans

Enligt definitionen 1 utvirderingshandboken innefattar utvirderingskriteriet
relevans (relevance) “the extent to which a development intervention con-
forms to the needs and priorities of target groups and the policies of reci-
pient countries and donors” (s. 25) I detta sammanhang ges relevanskriteriet

7t GD-beslut 158/98.




en nagot snavare innebord. Det dr har en fraga om att bedoma huruvida
MRE-systemet ar dndamalsenligt 1 férhallande till de problem som det ar
amnat att l6sa. Dessa problem beskrivs formodligen tydligast av Fallenius da
hon, 1 det 1 bakgrundsdelen citerade stycket, konstaterar att utvarderingars
slutsatser och rekommendationer inte tillrackligt beaktas av Sidas avdel-
ningar. MRE-systemet ar en “formell mekanism” avsedd att rada bot pa
detta problem. Konsulten forviantas att pa basen av relevant utviarderings-
forskning och slutsatserna betriffande systemets maluppfyllelse och effekter
gora en sammanvigd bedomning av om denna formella mekanism ar ett
andamalsenligt sitt att 16sa problemet. Det handlar alltsa om att granska
giltigheten av systemets interventionslogik.

Metod

Konsulten forvintas att:

1. Analysera ett urval av MRE pa utvirderingar som utforts pa bestillning
av UTV, operativa avdelningar (inklusive utlandsmyndigheter), samt de
slutsatser och rekommendationer som dessa MRE bygger pa. Urvalet av
MRE sker 1 saMREad med UTV. Konsulten véljer sjilv analysmetodik,
och redogor for densamma 1 sin utvarderingsplan. Denna plan ska dis-
kuteras med ansvarig handliggare pa UTV.

2. Kartlagga och analysera olika nyckelintressenters uppfattningar om
MRE-systemet. Sadana intressenter inbegriper avdelningschefer pa Sida
och vid utlandsmyndigheter, Sidas controllernitverk, personal pa UTV,
Sida-handliggare pa huvudkontoret i1 Stockholm och pa utland-
smyndigheter som formulerat handlingsplaner samt konsulter som
genomfort utvarderingar for Sida. Denna informationsinsamling ska in-
begripa, men behover inte uteslutande besta av, kvalitativa metodiker, dar
nyckelintressenterna far mojlighet att diskutera utvirderingsfragorna sin-
semellan. Exempel pa sadana metodiker ar fokusgruppinterviewer, grup-
pinterviewer, seminarier och workshops. Anviandandet av en eller flera av
dessa metodiker ar amnat att stimulera deltagande och lirande 1 och med
utvirderingsprocessen. Konsulten férvantas att overskadligt redogéra for
sitt metodologiska angreppssitt 1 utvirderingsplanen. Denna plan fast-
stalls efter dialogue med ansvarig handlaggare pa UTV.

3. Analysera de empiriska resultaten med utgangspunkt 1 relevant och ak-
tuell utvarderingsforskning inom detta oMREade.

Den referensgrupp for utviarderingen som upprittas av UTV ska beredas
mojlighet att kommentera ett rapportutkast, och konsulten ska beakta dessa
synpunkter.



Konsulten

Konsulten upphandlas pa basen av en skriftlig utvirderingsplan. Utvirde-
ringsplanen ska innehalla forslag till utvarderingsmetod, inkluderande meto-
diker, analysmetoder, budget, arvode och tidplan. Planen utgor en utgangs-
punkt for saMREad med ansvarig handlaggare pa UTV. Efter att konsulten
och UTV enats om uppligget av utviarderingen arbetar konsulten oberoende
1 forhallande till UTV.

Konsulten ska ha stor erfarenhet av utvardering och utviarderingsforskning,
sarskilt vad avser utviarderingars anvandning. Konsulten bor ocksa ha erfa-
renhet av att arbeta med kvalitativa metodiker.

Tidsplan och rapportering

Utvarderingen, som skrivs pa engelska och inte far éverskrida 50 sidor exklu-
sive bilagor, ska vara slutférd senast 31 maj 2005. Konsulten ska diskutera ett
rapportutkast muntligt med ansvarig handlaggare pa Sida/UTV samt med
utvirderingens referensgrupp, och bearbeta rapporten pa basen av dessa dis-
kussioner. Rapportutkastet ska vara Sida tillhanda senast den 18 april 2005.

Slutrapporten ska skrivas 1 Word och 6verlamnas till UTV 1 publicerbart
skick. UTV ansvarar fo6r och finansierar en professionell sprakgranskning.
Rapporten publiceras 1 UTV:s serie Sida Studies in Evaluation. UCER har
ritt att pa egen bekostnad publicera rapporten 1 sin egen publikationsserie.




Annex 2
Evaluation Methodology

Annex 2 has been published in UCER’s full text report, can be downloaded
at http://www.ucer.umu.se/Publikationer.

Annex 3

Evaluation Use

Annex 3 has been published in UCER’s full text report, can be downloaded
at http://www.ucer.umu.se/Publikationer.

Annex 4

The Background to the Management
Response System

Annex 4 has been published in UCER’s full text report, can be downloaded
at http://www.ucer.umu.se/Publikationer.

Annex 5

Implementation of the Management
Response System

Annex 5 has been published in UCER’s full text report, can be downloaded
at http://www.ucer.umu.se/Publikationer.



Annex 6
]

Assessment of 11 Sida Evaluation Reports and
21 MRE Documents

Eleven Sida evaluation reports and corresponding MRE documents pro-
duced for the period 2000-2003 are examined in more detail in this annex.
In addition 10 MRE documents produced in 2003 are described according
to the same criteria.

A summary of the assessment of these evaluation reports and MRE docu-
ments have been listed in Sida’s version of the report, but the annex also
consists of an analysis of the reports. The entire annex 6 has been published
in UCER’s full text report (see preface).
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Annex /

Six Evaluation and Management
Response Processes

Annex 7 has been published in UCER’s full text report, can be downloaded
at http://www.ucer.umu.se/Publikationer.



Annex 8
]

Proposed Guidelines for Administrative Dealing
with Sida Response (SR) system and Sida Partner
Response (SPR) system

Guidelines for Administrative Dealing with SR

Step 1: A response committee s set up for each evaluation. The first decision
1s to develop or not to develop SR in each case. If Sida decide not to work
out a SR some of the following arguments could justify such decision: the
evaluation is not validated, holds an unacceptable quality, findings have no
implications, or all suggested recommendations have been implemented. A
formal decision is taken by the committee not to develop SR, including Sida’s
arguments. The decision is filed together with the evaluation. If a decision is
made to work out SR, the response committee then has to decide what kind
of SR to develop. A limited response could be reasonable when the evalua-
tion has limited scope and implications, and a complete SR in all other
cases.

Step 2: The committee gives a person the commission to administrate the
dissemination of evaluation reports together with a newly developed re-
sponse sheet to collect the following information (could be the responsible for
the evaluation): a summary of main findings (could be executive summary),
an assessment of evaluation quality, lessons learned, implications for Sida,
agreement/disagreement to conclusions and recommendations, suggestions
for actions. It decides to whom the evaluation report and SR sheet should be
sent. A limited response implies that the response is not so elaborated and the
response sheet is sent to one or two of the most concerned.

Step 3: Responsible for SR at Sida gathers responses and brings them to-
gether into one document. The manager who owns the evaluation has the
responsibility for developing Sida’s joint response and the action plan com-
prising responsible departments, persons, time plan for implementation of
actions and follow up. Once the “draft SR” is developed it is disseminated for
comments. The draft is sent to all concerned departments for comments
which will promote learning. A decision is made whether a response seminar
should be arranged. A SR decision is then taken in the response committee.
Next, the SR is disseminated to those concerned together with the evaluation
report.




UTV evaluations and related SR are presented to the DG, discussed and
formally approved by DG. If the DG disagrees with the SR it can be changed
or decided to be reworked.

Step 4: The SRs are systematically linked into existing system for organiza-
tional planning and decision making. The SR and evaluation reports are
filed together at concerned departments and units, at UT'V, and on the pub-
lication data base.

Step 5: SR are followed up twice a year by the chief controller and control-
lers. The Sida Board is presented a summary report on evaluations, SR and
follow ups twice a year. The Board keeps an eye on how the SR system works,
checks system dysfunctions, standardisation effects, role conflicts, and re-
quests quality controls.

Guidelines for Administrative Dealing with SPR

Step 1: A joint Sida-partner response committee is set up for each evaluation
which consists of the most concerned and affected by the evaluation. The
first decision is to develop or not to develop SPR. The committee decides not
to work out SPR when the evaluation is not validated, holds an unacceptable
quality, findings have no implications, all suggested recommendations have
been implemented. If this is the case a formal decision is taken by the com-
mittee not to develop SR, including the arguments. If SPR 1s found worth-
while the most concerned Sida manager in dialogue with partners take re-
sponsibility for the next step (by giving two persons the commission to ad-
ministrate the second step).

Step 2: Disseminate evaluation report together with a newly developed re-
sponse sheet to collect the following information: a summary of main find-
ings (could be executive summary), an assessment of evaluation quality, les-
sons learned, implications for Sida and partners, agreement/disagreement
to conclusions and recommendations addressed to Sida and partners respec-
tively, suggestions for actions. The committee decides to whom evaluation
report and SPR sheet should be sent.

Step 3: Responsible manager for SPR at Sida and the partners collect re-
sponses and synthesis, in collaboration, the pieces into one document “a
draft SPR”. Once the draft SPR is developed it is sent back for comments to
Sida and partners. The committee decides whether a response seminar
should be arranged. A joint decision is taken on SPR (comprising collected
information, the response, an action plan with responsible departments/
persons, time plan for implementation of actions and follow up). The SPR is
disseminated to those concerned together with the evaluation report. If no
compromise can be achieved without violating basic Sida principles, Sida has
to use its veto and end the process and switch to developing its own re-
sponse.



Step 4: SPRs are systematically linked into existing organizational planning
and decision making forums. The SPR and evaluation reports are filed to-
gether at Sida.

Annex 9

Quality Assessment Criteria

Annex 9 has been published in UCER’s full text report, can be downloaded
at http://www.ucer.umu.se/Publikationer.

Annex 10

Five Focus Group Interviews

Annex 10 has been published in UCER’s full text report, can be down-
loaded at http://www.ucer.umu.se/Publikationer.

Annex 11

Interview Questions and Interviewees

Annex 11 has been published in UCER’s full text report, can be down-
loaded at http://www.ucer.umu.se/Publikationer.




References
]

Ayers T.D. (1987) “Stakeholders as partners in evaluation: A stakeholder col-
laborative approach.” Evaluation and program planning 10: 263-271.

Bandstein, Sara (20035) Views on evaluation and related activities. First Draft
(unpublished manuscript, Sida/UTV).

Boyle, Richard & Lemaire, Donald eds.(1999) Building Effective Evaluation
Capacity. Lessons From Practice. New Brunswick. Transaction publishers.

Carlsson J. Eriksson-Baaz M. Fallenius A. M. and Lovgren E. (1999), Are
evaluations useful? Sida studies in evaluation 99/1

Carlsson J. Forss K. Metell K. Segnestam L. and Strémberg T. (1997), Using
the evaluation tool. Sida studies in evaluation 97/1

Cole, G.E. (1999) Advancing the Development and Application of Theory-
Based Evaluation in the Practice of Public Health’, American Journal of
Evaluation 20(3): 453-470.

Cousins J.B. & Earl L.M. eds. (1995) Participatory evaluation in education: Studies
i evaluation use and organizational learning. London: Falmer Press.

Cousins, J. B. (2003) ‘Utilization Effects of Participatory Evaluation’ In T.
Kelligan and D.L. Stufflebeam (eds) International Handbook of Educational Evalu-
ation, pp.245-66. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Press.

Cousins, J. B. & Leithwood, K.A. (1986) ‘Current empirical research in eval-
uation utilization.” Review of Educational Research, 56(3): 331-364.

Danida (2005) Danida’s evaluation policy http://www.um.dk (2005-09-15.)

Devin, P. & Hart, E.R. (1989) ‘Message Strategies for Information Cam-
paigns: A Social-Psychological Analysis” in Charles T. Salmon ed. Information
Campaigns: Balancing Social Values and Social Change, 229-58. Newbury Park,
Calif.: Sage.

DFID (2005) Guidance on Evaluation and Review for DFID Staff. Evaluation
department, July 2005.

Fallenius, A.M. (1977) UTV and Sida’s evaluation activities — thoughts about
reforms of Sida’s evaluation system. UTV 1997-05-06

Fetterman, D. M. (1994) ‘Empowerment evaluation.” FEvaluation Practice
15(1): 1-15.



Forss, Kim (1984) Planning and evaluation in aid organization. (Thesis) Uppsala,
Institutionen for internationellt foretagande vid Handelshogskolan.

Forss, Kim & Carlsson, Jerker (1997) “The quality-OR Can evaluation Find-
ings Be Trusted?’ In: Evaluation Vol.3(4): 481-501.

Forss, Kim, Clause C. Rebien & Carlsson, Jerker (2002) ‘Process Use of Eval-
uations: Types of Use that Precede Lessons Learned and Feedback’. In:
Evaluation Vol. 8 (1): 29-45.

Forss, Kim & Samset, Knut (1999) ‘Square Pegs and Round Holes. Evalua-
tion, Uncertainty and Risk Management.” In Evaluation Vol. 5(4): 407-421.

GD 158/98 Inférandet av systematiska stallningstaganden och atgarder av-
seende utvirderingar och revisioner 1 Sidas verksamhet. (Decision to intro-
duce the Management Response System.)

GD146/99 Policy for Sidas utvarderingsverksamhet. (Sida Evaluation Policy)

GD 45/01 Den svenska versionen av Sidas utvirderingspolicy infors 1 Sidas
regelverk.

Green, J.C. (1988) ‘Stakeholder participation and utilization in program evaluation’ In:
Evaluation Review. Vol.12(2):91-116.

Green J.C. (1990) “Technical quality versus user responsiveness’. In: Evalua-
tion Practice, 17(3) 315-325.

Guba, Egon & Lincoln, Yvonna S. (1989) Fourth Generation Evaluation. Sage,
Newbury Park

Hofstede, G. (1980) Culture’s Consequences: International Differences in Work-Related
Values. London: Sage.

King, J.A. (1988) ‘Research on evaluation and its implications for evaluation
research and practice.” Studies in Educational Evaluation. Vol. 14: 285-299.

Leeuw, Frans (2003) "Reconstructing Program Theories: Methods Available
and Problems to be Solved’ In American jJournal of Evaluation Vol 24, No. 1,
pp 5-20.

Levin B. (1987) “The uses of research: A case study in research and policy.’
The Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation 2(1): 43-55.

Mark, M. Melvin & Henry, Gary, T. (2004) “The Mechanisms and Outcomes
of Evaluation Influence’. In: Fvaluation Vol.10(1): 35-57.

Patton, M.Q. (1994) ‘Developmental evaluation’ Evaluation Practice 15(3),
311-319.

Patton, M.Q. (1997) Utilization-focused Evaluation. The New Century Text. 3rd
edn. Thosand Oaks, CA: Sage.




Power, Michael (1997). The audit society: rituals of verification. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

OECD/DAC (1992) Development Assistance Manual: DAC Principles for Effective
Aud. Paris: OECD.

OECD/DAC (2002) Development Assistance Manual. Paris. OECD.

Shulha, Lyn, Cousins, J. Bradley (1997) Evaluation Use: Theory, Research
and Practice Since 1986°. In: Evaluation Practice. Vol.18 (3)

Sida (1999) Sida’s Evaluation Policy. Stockholm. Sida.

Sida (2003) Sida at Work. Stockholm. Sida.

Sida (20044a) Sida Evaluation Plan. Stockholm. Sida.
(

Sida (2004b) Looking Back, Moving Forward. Sida Evaluation Manual. Stockholm.
Sida.

UTV(1997) UTV och Sidas utvirderingsverksamhet — tankar om reformering av Sidas
utvdrderingssystem. Ann Marie Fallenius forslag daterat 1997-05-06.

Vedung, Evert (1997) Public Policy and Program Evaluation. New Brunswick,
Transaction Publishers.

Vedung, Evert (1998) Ultvdrdering ¢ politik och_forvaltming. (Andra uppl.). Lund,
Studentliteratur.

Weiss, Carol, H. (1972) Evaluation Research: Methods of Assessing Pro-
gramme Effectiveness. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Weiss, Carol H. (1979) “The Many Meanings of Research Ultilization’ In:
Public Administration Review 39: 426-31.

Weiss, Carol, H. (1998) Evaluation: Methods for Studying Programmesand
Policies. (2.rev.ed.). Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice Hall.

Weiss, Carol, H. (2000) “‘Which Links in Which Theories Shall We Evalu-
ate?’, in New Directions for Evaluation, a Publication of the American Evalu-
ation Association, issue 87, Fall 2000.

Widmer, Thomas & Neuenschwander, Peter (2004) ‘Embedding Evaluation
in the Swiss Federal Administration: Purpose, Institutional Design and Utili-
zation’. In: Fvaluation Vol. 10(4): 388-409.



Sida Studies in Evaluation

96/1

96/2

96/3

96/4

97/1

97/2

98/1

98/2

98/3

99/1

99/2

99/3

FEvaluation and Participation — some lessons.
Anders Rudqvist, Prudence Woodford-Berger
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Granskning av resultatanalyserna i Sidas landstrategiarbete.
Goran Schill
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Developmental Relief? An Issues Paper and an Annotated Bibliography on
Linking Relief and Development.

Claes Lindahl

Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

The Environment and Sida’s Evaluations.
Tom Alberts, Jessica Andersson
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Using the Evaluation "Tool. A survey of conventional wisdom and common practice at Sida.
Jerker Carlsson, Kim Forss, Karin Metell, Lisa Segnestam, Tove Stromberg
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Poverty Reduction and Gender Equality. An Assessment of Sida’s Country Reports
and Evaluations in 1995-90.

Eva Tobisson, Stefan de Vylder

Secretariat for Policy and Corporate Development.

The Management of Disaster Relief Evaluations.

Lessons_from a Sida evaluation of the complex emergency in Cambodia.
Claes Lindahl

Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Uppfolhande studie av Sidas resultatanalyser.
Goran Schill
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Lvaluating Gender Equality — Policy and Practice.

An assessment of Sida’s evaluations in 1997-1998.
Lennart Peck

Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Are Evaluations Useful? Cases from Swedish Development Cooperation.
Jerker Carlsson, Maria Eriksson-Baaz, Ann Marie Fallenius, Eva Lovgren
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Managing and Conducting Evaluations. Design study for a Sida evaluation manual.
Lennart Peck, Stefan Engstrom
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Understanding Regional Research Networks in Africa.
Fredrik S6derbaum
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit



70

99/4

00/1

00/2

00/

00/4

00/5

o1/01

01/02

02/01

02/01:

03/01

=

Managing the NGO Partnership. An assessment of stakeholder responses
to an evaluation of development assistance through Swedish NGOs.

Claes Lindahl, Elin Bjorkman, Petra Stark, Sundeep Waslekar, Kjell Ostrom

Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment.

A DAC review of agency experiences 1993-1998.
Prudence Woodford-Berger

Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Stda Documents in a Poverty Perspective. A review of how poverly is addressed
in Sida’s country strategy papers, assessment memoranda and evaluations.
Lennart Peck, Charlotta Widmark

Department for Policy and Socio-Economic Analysis

The Evaluability of Democracy and Human Rights Projects.
A logframe-related assessment.

Derek Poate, Roger Riddell

Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Poverty Reduction, Sustainability and Learning

An evaluability assessment of seven area development projects.
Anders Rudqvist, Ian Christoplos, Anna Liljelund
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Ownership in Focus? Discussion paper for a Planned Evaluation.
Stefan Molund
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

The Management of Results Information at Sida.

Proposals for agency routines and priorities in the information age.
Goran Schill

Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

HIV/AIDS-Related Support through Sida — A Base Study.

Preparation_for an evaluation of the implementation of the strategy

“Investing for Future Generations — Sweden’s response to HIV/AIDS”.
Lennart Peck, Karin Dahlstrom, Mikael Hammarskjold, Lise Munck
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Aid, Incentives, and Sustainability.

An Institutional Analysis of Development Cooperation. Main Report.

Elinor Ostrom, Clark Gibson, Sujai Shivakumar, Krister Andersson
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Aud, Incentives, and Sustainability.

An Institutional Analysis of Development Cooperation. Summary Report.
Elinor Ostrom, Clark Gibson, Sujai Shivakumar, Krister Andersson
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Reflection on Experiences of Evaluating Gender Equality.
Ted Freeman, Britha Mikkelsen
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit



03/02

03/03

03/04

03/05

04/01

04/02

05/01

05/02

05/03

05/04

06/01

LEnvironmental Considerations in Sida’s Evaluations Revised:
A follow-up and analyss six years.

Tom Alberts, Jessica Andersson, with assistance from:
Inger Arnsfast, Susana Dougnac

Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Donorship, Ownership and Partnership:

Issues arising from four Sida studies of donor-recipient relations.
Gus Edgren

Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Institutional Perspectives on the Road and Forestry Sectors in Laos: Institutional Development
and Sida Support in the 199os.

Pernilla Sj6quist Rafiqui

Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Support for Private Sector Development:

Summary and Synthesis of Three Sida Evaluations
Anders Danielson

Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Stronger Evaluation Partnerships. The Way to Keep Practice Relevant
Gus Edgren
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Sida’s Performance Analyses — Quality and Use
Jane Backstrom, Carolina Malmerius, Rolf Sandahl
Department for Policy and Methodology

Stda och tsunamin 2004

En rapport om Sidas krisberedskap

Fredrik Bynander, Lindy M. Newlove, Britta Ramberg
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Sida and the Tsunami of 2004

—a Study of Organizational Crisis Response

Fredrik Bynander, Lindy M. Newlove, Britta Ramberg
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Institutionsutveckling skapas inifran

Lardomar fran konsulters erfarenheter av stod tll formella och informella regler
Lage Bergstrom

Sekretariatet for utviarderingar och intern revision

Development of Institutions ts Created from the Inside

Lessons Learned from Consultants’ Experiences of Supporting Formal and Informal Rules
Lage Bergstrom

Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit

Sida’s Management Response System
Anders Hanberger, Kjell Gisselberg
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit









Sida’'s Management Response System
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Sida's management response system was introduced in 1999 to promote
learning and enhance Sida's effectiveness. This study analyses the sys-
tem'’s characteristics and basic assumptions as well as how it works in
practice. One important conclusion is that the present system does not
enhance partnership, dialogue and ownership.

Consequently, it is important for Sida and others interested in the discus-
sion on mechanisms to promote learning from evaluations to consider
how formal response systems could be developed.
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