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Introduction 

Purpose and scope 

 

1. To provide a foundation for the design the DECI research project (Developing 

Evaluation Capacity in ICTD); 

2. To provide briefs for DECI regional evaluation consultants on the M&E 

opportunities and challenges of ICTD.   

 

This review is not comprehensive. The emphasis is on salient contributions and trends 

from the relevant disciplines that inform the project. 

Structure of this document 

This review is organized into three parts.  

 

Part One focuses on the field of Information and Communication Technology for 

Development (ICTD) with attention to the evolving trends in research, project design and 

impact assessment.  For each item reviewed, there is a text box signaling the implications 

for the DECI project. Part One is organized as follows: Section One summaries literature 

with practical dimensions that can guide the design of Key Evaluation Questions. The 

second section focuses on theoretical dimensions. In the third there is a summary of 

impact assessment frameworks along with select examples. The fourth and last section 

provides a summary of all the text boxes with the implications for this project.  

  

Part Two provides an overview of evaluation, with a brief summary of foundational 

concepts, and with attention to the range of approaches to evaluation that may be relevant 

to ICTD. Part Two is organized as follows: the first section reviews some basic 

assumptions about evaluation and provides a definition. The second section explains four 

foundational concepts: the difference between monitoring and evaluation, the difference 

between evaluation and research, the meaning of effectiveness and accountability, the 

difference between attribution and contribution, and finally the importance of scale. 

Section three summarizes some theoretical differences among evaluation approaches. 

Section four provides a brief review about the importance of ownership over the 

evaluation process. The last section provides a summary of all the text boxes with the 

implications for this project. 

 

Part Three introduces Utilization Focused Evaluation (UFE), an approach that will guide 

the DECI project.  We expect UFE will help us navigate through the different options that 

lie at the intersect of the ICTD and the evaluation fields. This part has three short 

sections: dimensions of use, key evaluation questions and the role of the evaluator.  

(More details on UFE will be summarized at the start of DECI in order to brief the 

regional evaluation consultants.) 

 

The document includes a Bibliography and a few Appendices with details on some of the 

tools and frameworks mentioned in the text. 
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Part 1. ICTD research and evaluation issues 

1.1 Practical dimensions 

Four stages of Access 

In the recent past many ICTD projects focused on making the technology and services 

available to different users. ‘Access’ was the key word. For Jan van Dijk (2006) access 

has different connotations. The initial willingness to try out a technology is he refers to as 

mental access [“do I want to bother with a Blackberry?”]. The next step is materials 

access, which includes affordability [“can I get one here, is there a provider, what does it 

cost?]. Third comes instrumental access: learning to use the new tools [“can someone 

help me figure out all these menus?]. Last comes, usage access; this is the moment when 

one finds value in the tool or service [“OK, this thing works, I just saved some money.]”  

Van Dijk illustrates this in a diagram that signals how this process is recurrent for each 

new innovation (Figure 1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Four stages of access to digital technology (van Dijk, 2006, 179) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

!  Implications for DECI:  

The evaluation of projects that aim to introduce new services or technologies 

can differentiate among the stages of access that users go through as they adapt 

or adopt them. A user who shifts from mental to material access may not report 

“adoption” but may be more likely to do so with further coaching.   

 

Sample KEQ:  

• To what extent did the project help intended users shift from a mental to a 

material stage of access with X application/technology/service?  
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Changing focus of ICTD over time 

Richard Heeks (2007c) describes the phases that the ICTD field has undergone. Initially 

the focus of project interventions was on readiness and availability.  Under readiness, 

‘awareness’ is comparable with van Dijk’s reference to ‘mental access’; while 

‘availability’ is similar to ‘material access’. Heeks suggest that today uptake and impact 

are more relevant (Figure 2).   Relevance and sustainability are relevant and not part of 

this analysis (but we return to them later).  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Changing focus of ICT4D assessment over time (Heeks, 2007c, 4) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

!  Implications for DECI:  

Some PANAsia projects are experimental and innovative. Learning about their 

worthiness may make more sense in terms of Readiness and Availability. For 

others where a proof of concept has already been achieved, the Uptake or 

Impact dimensions may be more appropriate.  

 

Sample KEQ:  

• How did the project create awareness among collaborating institutions about 

the potential of the technology? 
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Effective use 

Michael Gurstein (2003) suggests that update or  “usage” in a community informatics 

context (ICTD) should be gauged in terms of “effective use”.  In his analysis, effective 

use is possible when the following dimensions are considered:  

1. carriage facilities,  

2. input/output devises,  

3. tools and supports,  

4. content services,  

5. service access/provision,  

6. social facilitation, and 

7. governance  

(Appendix 1 expands on these dimensions).    

 

!  Implications for DECI:  

An ICTD initiative that attends to these seven dimensions is more likely to lead 

to measurable outcomes among its target audiences. The emphasis on physical 

access and social facilitation merits attention. Making products and services 

available does not lead to effective use unless we also understand the policy and 

socio-economic barriers that users face. This has implications for evaluation as 

the context will be a factor in outcomes or impacts down the road. 

 

Sample KEQ:  

• To what extent did the project provide social facilitation [or other relevant 

dimensions] to encourage potential users to…?   

• How did the project incorporate tools and support [or other relevant 

dimensions] in the context of….. to….? 
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1.2 Theoretical dimensions 

Shifting from description to analysis 

According to Heeks the majority of ICTD projects have been biased towards action, not 

towards knowledge; they have been descriptive rather than analytical (Heeks, 2007a)
1
. 

He favours a more theory-based approach that recognizes the relevant research 

foundations: 

 

• “The I of ICT4D - work drawing from library and information sciences.  

• The C of ICT4D – work drawing from communication studies.  

• The T of ICT4D – work drawing from information systems. 

Very little work to date has drawn from the D of ICT4D – linking concepts in 

development studies to this research domain.” (Heeks, 2007a, 3)  

 

Heeks suggests that, at the very least, ICTD research needs to lean on theories or 

frameworks derived from development disciplines. Figure 3 shows a summary of the 

most salient development disciplines at play along with their diffusion path (dotted lines 

show paths that have so far not been taken such as applying development theories to 

informatics research)
2
. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Disciplinary foundations for development informatics research theories. (Heeks 

and Molla, 2008)  

  

                                                
1
 An example that illustrates this prevalent approach is IICDs M&E Methodology that centres on measuring 

program effectiveness and impacts, see: http://www.iicd.org/evaluation/methodology 

  
2
 Heeks’ work is already flagged in PANAsia Project Approval Documents (PADs) to signal an effort to 

develop and operationalize more theoretically informed projects. 
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!  Implications for DECI:  

The projects that DECI will support are research projects, and we have little 

control over the extent to which their design was theoretically informed. Yet, the 

very fact that DECI introduces a learning-oriented evaluation process creates 

an opportunity to generate new knowledge.  

 

DECI will support three types of projects: umbrella network projects that 

provide competitive research funds, mentoring projects that provide coaching 

for capacity development, and specific field projects that test new technologies. 

The evaluation of the first will lean more on organization/management studies, 

the second on communication and adult education, and the third on technology 

and informatics.   
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Categories of assessment frameworks 

 

Heeks and Molla (2008) grouped impact assessment frameworks into six categories 

(Figure 4): 

 

• Generic: used for any type of (development) project 

• Discipline-Specific: drawing on the ideas and theories of one particular academic 

discipline 

• Issue-Specific: focused on one particular development goal or issue 

• Application-Specific: applied to one type of ICT deliverable 

• Method-specific 

• Sector-Specific: for use with application of ICTs in one specific sector (note that this 

overlaps at the margins with Issue-Specific) (Heeks and Molla, 2008, 5) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. ICT4D Project Impact Assessment Frameworks Overview Adapted from: (Heeks 

and Molla, 2008, 2) 
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Heeks and Molla (2008) then matched five of the impact assessment frameworks with a 

set of focus areas.   

 

Type Sub-Type Focus 
Project Goals 

Grounded-Theory/Goal-Free 

GENERIC  

Cost-Benefit Analysis 

 

e-Readiness 

Web Stage Model 

ICT 

Web Linkages 

Information Economics 

Information Needs/Mapping 

Informational 

Information for Development 

Design—Reality Gaps Project Management 

Sustainability 

Geographical Locational 

Livelihoods Framework Development 

Sen/Capabilities 

DISCIPLINE-SPECIFIC 

Critical-Political Political Economy 

 

Gender 

Wellbeing 

Social Capital 

Inequality 

ISSUE-SPECIFIC  

Growth (Enterprise) 

 

Education SECTOR-SPECIFIC  

Government 

 

Telecentres APPLICATION-SPECIFIC  

Public Telephony 

 
Table 1: ICT4D Project Impact Assessment Frameworks (Grossman, 2008) 

 

From the above focus areas, Heeks selected thirteen frameworks for research that merit 

attention (each one of these is summarized with a review of their strengths and 

weaknesses in http://ipai.pbwiki.com/Suggested+Frameworks+for+Research ): 

 

A. Information needs & mapping 

B. Communications 

C. Capabilities 

D. Livelihoods 

E. Information economics 

F. Cost-benefit 

G. Gender 

H. Telecentres 

I. Project Goals 

J. Enterprise variables 

K. Enterprise relations 

L. Enterprise value-chain 

M. Institutions and culture 
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Conventional ICTD projects have often followed generic Project Goals (item I in the list 

above) as the focus of evaluation. The focus has been on the achievement of outputs and 

outcomes across major issue areas such as health, education, employment, language and 

culture, governance, self-management, environment and resource management (Heeks, 

2007a, 1).   Within the literature on telecentres (item H) there has been much interest on 

their financial and social sustainability (Bailey, 2009; Best and Kumar, 2008; Proenza, 

2001).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

!  Implications for DECI:  

Network or umbrella projects may need to begin with attention to performance 

(I. Project Goals) and selectively expand to other frameworks depending on the 

nature of the projects, their goals, and process dimensions. 

 

Mentoring projects will benefit from a review of communication, capabilities 

and gender frameworks.  

 

Specific field projects will benefit from a wide variety of frameworks, depending 

on their goal and objectives.  
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1.3 Examples of ICTD research 

The following examples illustrate how some of the above frameworks and their 

underlying theoretical contributions, are enriching the evaluation of ICTD. (The 

examples are labeled with the relevant framework used from the above list.)  

 

Example A & B - from the (health) information  and communication sciences 

Figure 5 provides an M&E conceptual framework from the health information field. In 

this case the information products and services constitute the outputs; their distribution or 

reach is tracked across each audience group, and attention is placed on initial (usefulness) 

and intermediate outcomes (use)
3
.   

 

 
Figure 5. Conceptual framework for M&E in health information products and services 

(Sullivan et al, 2007: 4) 

 

 

This case is note worthy for the differentiation between initial and intermediate outcomes 

that can be attributed to the project outputs, versus the long-term outcomes where this 

causal link is more difficult to establish (as we shall see later on, this contrast has 

important implications for evaluation): 

                                                
3
 Appendix 2 includes another figure from the same publication with further details. 
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Intended long-term outcomes. Ultimately, information products and services 

can contribute to intended long-term outcomes, such as increased service 

utilization, improved health behaviors, and improvements in the health status of 

the population. This level of outcomes is included to show that information 

products and services play a supporting role in health outcomes, such as 

increased service utilization and improved health behaviors and health status. 

Measuring intended long-term outcomes is beyond the scope of most 

information projects due to the high resource investment required and the 

difficulty of attributing such outcomes to exposure to information products and 

services, since information products and services are often just one aspect of an 

array of health interventions and a host of environmental influences. (Sullivan et 

al., 2007, 7)  [my emphasis] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

!   Implications for DECI:  

Projects with information services or products can track outcomes in terms of 

reach, changes in knowledge, but long-term impact will be difficult to attribute 

to the project.  
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Example C - The capability framework 

Sen’s ‘capability’ framework deserves attention as it expands on the notion of behaviour 

change (Alampay, 2006). Sen emphasizes human and social capital, and in particular the 

expansion of freedom as both a means and as an end of development (Sen, 2005; Sen, 

2001).  Sen’s concept addresses functionings, capabilities and freedoms.  Freedoms of 

individuals are seen as basic building blocks to development, along with the expansion of 

capabilities.  

 

Certain capabilities are required to achieve and enjoy freedom. Subject to external 

constraints, it is then up to each individual and/or community to translate these 

capabilities into functionings, which describe what a person is actually doing with 

his or her capabilities. Functionings can also be capabilities that can be used to 

derive other functionings, that is also a reflection of well-being. (Grunfeld, 2007: 

4) 

 

“What a person is free to do represents their capabilities; what they actually achieve 

represents their functionings.  There are five areas of capabilities – of freedoms to 

achieve: 

• Economic e.g. wealth is a freedom; employment is a freedom  

• Political: e.g.. democratic participation or freedom of speech 

• Social: e.g. literacy or computer literacy or knowledge 

• Informational: e.g. Sen calls this transparency but can see as capability to access 

information 

• Security: freedom from crime and violence, and social safety net to prevent misery, 

starvation, death.” (Heeks and Molla, 2008: 32) 
 

People’s expansion of freedoms and capabilities allows them to judge if and how they 

will use new services and products to lead the lives they would like to live.  Access is a 

necessary foundation, it leads to knowledge and experience using ICTs, and subsequently 

it may lead to realized functionings.  Alampay quotes Sen’s explanation:  

 

…the assessment of capabilities has to proceed primarily on the basis of 

observing a person’s actual functionings, to be supplemented by other 

information. There is a jump here (from functioning to capabilities), but it need 

not be a jump, if only because the valuation of actual functionings is one way of 

assessing how a person values the options he has. (Sen, 1999: 131 in Alampay, 

2006: 14). 
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This means that the behaviour change that we may document is but indication of an early 

response. Further changes in functionings may be primed but will only be expressed 

when other factors trigger a person to value them and apply them (Figure 6).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. The capability approach applied to access to ICTs. (Alampay, 2006: 15)  

 

This means that it is not enough to simply determine whether people have the 

capability to access and use telephones, cell phones and the Internet at home, in 

the office, or in public places. It also requires understanding the purpose and the 

reasons for why people use ICTs, and the ends they are able to achieve with them. 

In other words, it has to be determined how universal access policies have helped 

people recognize new functionings, provide them with capabilities to act, and 

given the choice, have freely acted on them to make it real in their lives. 

(Alampay, 2006: 12)  

 

Heeks and Molla (2008) further adapt Sen’s concepts into an ICT context (see Figure 7).  

 



 15 

 

 
Figure 7. ICTs and capabilities. (Heeks and Molla, 2008: 33)  

 

 

ICTs therefore have general characteristics (processing and communicating digital 

data) but the link to actual achievements is mediated at two stages: 

 

• Conversion of ICTs' characteristics into capabilities for an individual is shaped by 

factors that may be personal (e.g. dis/ability, age, gender); social (infrastructure 

such as health, education; institutions of formal policies and informal 

norms/values; and relationships of social capital and power); and environmental 

(climate, disease, pollution, topography).  So a telecentre will create different 

capabilities for, say, a woman in a rural area compared to a man in an urban area. 

• Conversion of ICT-based capabilities into actual functionings is shaped by 

individual choice (a mix of personal preferences, specific needs, and social 

norms).  So a telecentre might give you to capability to email your local mayor, 

but few might turn that into an actual achievement. (Heeks and Molla, 2008: 33) 

 

In addition to the concept of capability we find capacity and capacity development, both 

are associated with both individuals and organizations. Baser and Morgan (2008) provide 

examples of current definitions from different sources: 

 

• The ability of individuals, institutions and societies to perform functions, solve 

problems and set and achieve objectives in a sustainable manner. 

• Capacity if the ability of people, organizations and society as a whole to manage their 

affairs successfully. 

• Capacity is the ability of an organization to function as a resilient, strategic, and 

autonomous entity. (p. 22) 
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They define capacity as “that emergent combination of individual competencies and 

collective capabilities that enables a human system to create value.” (Baser and Morgan, 

2008: 34).   

 

 
!  Implications for DECI:   

Projects, especially those that seek to develop capacities, will need to understand 

change at both the individual and organizational level.   In both cases, a measurable 

change in behaviour may only indicate a realized functioning, while other 

capabilities may lie dormant awaiting other triggers before people turn them into 

visible action.  This is the bias of Outcome Mapping as an evaluation approach. 

 

The extent to which a capacity is acquired and exercised will also depend on other 

factors beyond the project control. This calls for attention to the context as much as 

to the capacity changes that the project sought to influence.   
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Example D - The sustainable livelihoods framework 

People make these decisions in the context of their perceived assets, risks, vulnerabilities 

and opportunities.  The sustainable livelihoods framework brings together these 

dimensions with attention to their interrelationships (Figure 8) (Carney et al., 1999). It is 

an approach that embraces the complexity of people’s livelihoods and their dynamic 

evolution.    

  

 

 
Figure 8: the sustainable livelihoods framework (Carney et al., 1999) 

 

Several studies have begun to apply this framework to communication and information 

contexts (Chapman et al., 2005; FAO et al., 2002; Parkinson and Ramírez, 2006; 

Parkinson and Lauzon, 2008). An understanding of the context builds on Sen’s emphasis 

on the extent to which people are able to recognize new ‘functionings’.   

 

The livelihoods framework captures dimensions that in the past were not appreciated, 

such as how people’s vulnerabilities, as well as the assets that they juggle as they make 

decisions in their lives.  

  

In the following example the vulnerability context of users in a Colombian setting are 

examined (Tables 2).  
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Table 2: The vulnerability context in Aguablanca, Colombia (Parkinson and Lauzon, 2008, 

27) 

 

In the same case study, the researchers looked at the different livelihood assets that users 

count on (Table 3).  

 

Table 3: The livelihood assets (Parkinson and Lauzon, 2008, 27) 

 

 !  Implications for DECI:   

The Sustainable Livelihoods framework provides dimensions (vulnerability, assets, 

etc.) that capture the complex context and dynamics of people’s decision-making. 

Evaluation questions can focus on these dimensions to capture outcomes and 

conditioning factors (context) that may otherwise go unattended.  
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Example C & D - the livelihoods and the capabilities frameworks combined 

An attempt to combine the livelihoods and the capabilities frameworks has led to the 

development of a ‘spiral’ model (Figure 9) (Grunfeld, 2007).  

Figure 9.  Virtuous spiral – Empowerment/Capabilities and Sustainable Livelihoods and 

ICT. (Grunfeld, 2007, 10) 

 

This model portrays the dialectic relationship between conditions required for uptake –

sustainable ICT environments- and people’s ability to appreciate the potential or 

‘functionings’ of ICTs – empowerment to operate.    

 

Having mastered a minimum level of capabilities, the ICT environment would 

then contribute to the development of further capabilities, which in turn would 

strengthen the sustainability of the ICT infrastructure and the community. This 

virtuous circle, or rather virtuous ‘spiral’ will continue indefinitely (i.e. there is 

no equilibrium) and will provide individuals and communities with capabilities 

required to do and to be what they have ‘reason to value’. (Grunfeld, 2007, 11) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

!  Implications for DECI:   

While this model has yet to be translated into a methodology, it begins to show 

the complex and theoretically informed dimensions that ICT4D evaluation is 

starting to embrace. It highlights the relationships between capacities (changes 

within) and livelihoods (the environment or context) that can be included in 

evaluation questions.  
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Example A, B & D -  the livelihoods and communication frameworks combined 

The sustainable livelihoods framework was combined with a communication framework 

in a study on the role of radio in the Amazon (Barroso, 2007). In this case, Barroso 

adapted a livelihoods framework from Ellis (2000) that appears in Figure 10. 

 

 
Figure 10. Ellis’ livelihoods framework (Ellis, 2000, 30) 

 

Ellis’ framework lists assets as a livelihoods platform. It then conditions access in terms 

of social relations, institutions and organizations, and in the context of trends and shocks. 

All of these in turn explain the existing livelihood strategies around natural-resource 

based and non resource-based activities and the effects on people’s livelihood security 

and risks, as well as the natural resource context.  Barroso then applied a participatory 

communication perspective onto this framework where community and two-way radios 

were the input into the system (Figure 11).  
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Figure 11. Communication-livelihoods framework (Barroso, 2007, 20) 

 

In this instance, the determinants for access included four environments: the 

natural, organizational, policy and socio-cultural ones. The first two have an 

effect over productive and survival strategies, while the latter two influence the 

non-productive ones.  Barroso’s outputs resemble some of the capability 

perspectives in that she captured critical awareness changes (along Freire’s 

conscientization), a linking function (news about people and events across great 

distances, price information), and some practical livelihood changes 

(technological changes, health and educational activities).  

 

 

 

 

!  Implications for DECI:   

The four determinant environments (natural, organizational, policy and socio-

cultural) can be the focus of evaluation questions to understand the influence of 

context.  The outputs or results described address a micro to macro level 

continuum of analysis; each will require its own measures.   
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1.4 Summary of implications  

 

Among the collection of “DECI project implications” some provide the evaluators with 

dimensions of analysis that can be included in Key Evaluation Questions, especially 

those that address context. Other help contextualize the findings (e.g. a measurable 

behaviour change may not reflect the full extent of capabilities that a project has helped 

develop until other conditions trigger the person to act on them to become ‘functionings’ 

and thus visible).  

 

Practical implications 

 

Four stages 

The evaluation of projects that aim to introduce new services or technologies can 

differentiate among the stages of access that users go through as they adapt or adopt 

them. A user who shifts from mental to material access may not report “adoption” but 

may be more likely to do so with further coaching.   

 

Changing focus of ICTD over time 

Some PANAsia projects are very experimental and innovative. Learning about their 

worthiness may make more sense in terms of Readiness and Availability. For others 

where a proof of concept is achieved, the Uptake or Impact dimensions may be more 

appropriate.  

 

Effective use 

An ICTD initiative that attends to the seven dimensions is more likely to lead to 

measurable outcomes among its target audiences. The emphasis on physical access and 

social facilitation merits attention. Making products and services available does not lead 

to effective use unless we also understand the policy and socio-economic barriers that 

users face. This has implications for evaluation as the context will be a factor in an 

outcomes or impacts down the road.  

 

Theoretical implications 

 

Shifting from description to analysis 

The projects that DECI will support are research projects, and we have no control over 

the extent to which their design was theoretically informed. Yet, the very fact that DECI 

introduces a learning-oriented evaluation process creates an opportunity to generate 

new knowledge.  

 

DECI will support three types of projects: umbrella network projects that provide 

competitive research funds, mentoring projects that provide coaching for capacity 

development, and specific field projects that test new technologies. The evaluation of the 

first will lean more on organization/management studies, the second on 

communication and adult education, and the third on technology and informatics.   
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Categories of assessment frameworks 

Network or umbrella projects may need to begin with attention to performance (I. 

Project Goals) and selectively expand to other frameworks depending on the nature of 

the projects, their goals, and the key evaluation questions. 

 

Mentoring projects will benefit from a review of communication, capabilities and 

gender frameworks.  

 

Specific field projects will benefit from a wide variety of frameworks, depending on 

their goal and objectives.  

 

Examples of ICTD research 

 

Example A & B - from the (health) information and communication sciences 

Projects with information services or products can track outcomes in terms of reach, 

changes in knowledge, but long-term impact will be difficult to attribute to the project.  

 

Example C - The capability framework 

Projects, especially those that seek to develop capacities, will need to understand change 

at both the individual and organizational level.   In both cases, a measurable change in 

behaviour may only indicate a realized functioning, while other capabilities may lie 

dormant awaiting other triggers before people turn them into visible action.  This is the 

bias of Outcome Mapping as an evaluation approach. 

 

The extent to which a capacity is acquired and exercised will also depend on other 

factors beyond the project control. This calls for attention to the context as much as to 

the capacity changes that the project sought to influence.   

 

Example D - The sustainable livelihoods framework 

The Sustainable Livelihoods framework provides dimensions (vulnerability, assets, 

etc.) that capture the complex context and dynamics of people’s decision-making. 

Evaluation questions can focus on these dimensions to capture outcomes and 

conditioning factors that may otherwise go unattended.  

 

Example C & D - the livelihoods and the capabilities frameworks combined 

While this model has yet to be translated into a methodology, it begins to show the 

more complex and theoretically informed dimensions that ICT4D evaluation is 

starting to embrace. It highlights the relationships between capacities (changes 

within) and livelihoods (the environment or context) that can be included in 

evaluation questions.  

 

Example A, B & D -  the livelihoods and communication frameworks combined 

The four determinant environments (natural, organizational, policy and socio-

cultural) can be the focus of evaluation questions to understand the influence of 

context.  The outputs or results described address a micro to macro level continuum 

of analysis; each will require its own measures.  
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 Part 2. Evaluation perspectives with relevance to ICTD 

 

2.1 What is evaluation? 

Evaluation is a systematic way of learning about the value of an effort or project.  

Development agencies use monitoring and evaluation to demonstrate good management, 

learn lessons for future projects, and show accountability for their work (Myers, 2004).   

 

To evaluate something means determining its merit, worth, value, or significance. 

Program or project evaluations typically involve making the following kinds of 

judgments: 

 

• How effective is the program? 

• To what extent has the program been implemented as expected? 

• Were the program’s goals achieved? 

• What outcomes and results were achieved by the program? 

• To what extent and in what ways did program participants benefit, if at all? 

• What needs of participants were met? 

• What unanticipated consequences resulted from the program? 

• What are the strengths and weaknesses of the program, and how can they be 

improved? 

• What worked and what didn’t work? 

• What has been learned in this program that might be useful to other programs? 

• To what extend do the benefits of the program provide sufficient value to justify 

the costs of the program? 

• Should the program’s funding be maintained as is, increased, or decreased?  

(Patton, 2008, 5). 

 

Evaluation refers to the process of determining the merit, worth, or value of 

something, or the product of that process. Terms used to refer to this process or part 

of it include: appraise, analyze, assess, critique, examine, grade, inspect, judge, rate, 

rank review, study, test. . . . The evaluation process normally involves some 

identification of relevant standards of merit, worth, or value; some investigation of 

the performance of evaluands on these standards; and some integration or synthesis of 

the results to achieve an overall evaluation or set of associated evaluations. (Scriven, 

1991, 139) 

 

 

 

!   Implications for DECI: Many of the evaluation questions posed by Patton will 

resonate with IDRC’s research partners. For social scientists and professionals who 

are often involved in evaluation, the above questions come naturally. What the 

DECI project will do is engage researchers in systematic evaluation with the aim of 

creating evaluative thinking among them; rather then turning them into evaluation 

specialists.  The project will enhance their capacity to engage in evaluative thinking 

at any stage of project design, implementation or completion and have the capacity 

to design an evaluation of their work. 
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2.2 Foundational concepts 

Monitoring and evaluation 

Evaluation is very often associated with program or project design and adjustment.  In the 

DECI project we will privilege evaluation over monitoring. How are they different? 

 

Monitoring is the systematic collection and analysis of information as a project 

progresses. It is aimed at improving the efficiency and effectiveness of a project 

or organisation. It is based on targets set and activities planned during the 

planning phases of work. It helps to keep the work on track, and can let 

management know when things are going wrong. If done properly, it is an 

invaluable tool for good management, and it provides a useful base for evaluation.  

 

Evaluation is the comparison of actual project impacts against the agreed 

strategic plans. It looks at what you set out to do, at what you have accomplished, 

and how you accomplished it. It can be formative (taking place during the life of 

a project or organisation, with the intention of improving the strategy or way of 

functioning of the project or organisation). It can also be summative (drawing 

learnings from a completed project or an organisation that is no longer 

functioning).  (Shapiro, n.d.: 3) 

 

An easy way to remember the difference appears in the Evaluation Cookbook: ”When the 

cook tastes the soup, it is formative evaluation; when the dinner guest tastes the soup, it is 

summative evaluation.” (Harvey, 1998:7)  

 

In formative evaluation, information can be transferred back into the original 

work to both strengthen and move it forward. It is an ongoing, fluid process, used 

to gauge overall progress and areas needing some attention or change, helping to 

mould the final article. In summative evaluation, the information is intended to 

give an overall picture at the end of a stage, often measured against fixed criteria. 

Summative evaluation provides a fixed point of reference, and it may provide a 

measure of success or otherwise against original objectives and planned outcomes 

or it may include reactions from participants to a goal free investigation. (Harvey, 

1998: 9) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

!   Implications for DECI: The PAN Asia projects already have a monitoring 

mechanism in place.  DECI focuses attention on evaluation; a formative approach 

will be appropriate for projects reaching the end of a phase with a commitment to 

launch another one. A summative evaluation approach will be relevant to those that 

are coming to an end.    
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Research and evaluation 

 

The difference between research and evaluation has to do with purpose:  “…research 

aims at generating new knowledge while evaluation seeks to assess the merit or worth of 

something.”  (Shuster, 2002, on-line) 

 

The terms evaluation and research are sometimes used interchangeably. Although 

the two forms of inquiry use the same data collection and analysis methods, they 

differ significantly in several ways. 

• They have different purposes. 

• They respond to different audiences’ information needs. 

• They pose different kinds of questions. 

• They communicate and report their findings in different ways and to different 

groups. 

• They have different expectations regarding the use of the results. (Preskill and 

Russ-Eft, 2005: 5) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Effectiveness and accountability 

Terms such effectiveness and accountability are at the heart of monitoring and evaluation 

(M&E).  They have become popular in government circles as the push for accountability 

has grown to address the impact of a variety of social programs.  The following literature 

illustrates the meanings and implications of these terms. 

 

Effectiveness is simply about finding out what works (Chatterji, 2004). Schweigert 

(2006) addresses effectiveness in assessing community initiatives though three meanings:  

 

• increased understanding,  

• accountability, and  

• demonstrated causal linkages.  

 

!   Implications for DECI:  Most of the PAN Asia projects that DECI can support 

are research projects; they are innovating, testing and adapting new ICT methods 

and tools to different contexts.  When the goal of the research project is to test the 

value or worth of a new technology, a key evaluation question (KEQ) may coincide 

with verifying the extent to which the project objective was achieved.  

Example: ‘To what extend did the participating nurses change their routines with 

the introduction of PDAs?’  This KEQ responds to Project Goal (Section 1.2) and it 

aims to verify the outcome in terms of the use of the PDA among medical staff. 

Beyond that, the user of the evaluation may also be interested to learn about the 

approach that was utilized to introduce the technology to the clinics, or the process 

that was used to train the nurses. The approach and process questions could be 

combined with the impact question as part of the project evaluation.     
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The first meaning underlines the learning purpose that is central to this DECI project.  

The second, accountability, has become a buzzword in international development policy 

and in program delivery (IDS, 2006,Schweigert, 2006). IDS (2006) summarizes three 

types of accountability: political, social and managerial. Political accountability is about 

checks and balances within the state for carrying out tasks. Social accountability focuses 

on citizen action aimed at holding the state accountable. Managerial accountability refers 

to financial accounting (IDS, 2006, 2). The third meaning of effectiveness –demonstrated 

causal linkages- has to do with attribution, an issue that merits more discussion. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attribution or contribution 

The issue of demonstrated impact –attribution- is at the heart of recent evaluation debates 

(IDRC, 2004).  For example the so-called Perrin-Bernstein-Winston debate centres on 

differences of opinion about the causal linkages between a program activity and a 

measurable outcome (Feller, 2002). On the one side, critics of the causal approach 

suggest that there are too many contextual factors that influence the relationship -between 

an action and a result- to allow for a demonstrated attribution (Perrin, 1998,Perrin, 

1999,Winston, 1999). On the other side, advocates of attribution feel that performance 

measurement, and that outcome-based accountability systems account for these factors 

(Bernstein, 1999).  

 

The issue of attribution receives much attention because is at the heart of planning 

paradigms that seek to predict the future in a linear fashion; this is the foundation of 

logical frameworks and results-based management. The fundamental difference in the 

debate is less about measurement or method, and more about higher-level assumptions 

about the ‘theory of change’. Linear thinkers familiar with positivist science follow a 

logical cause and effect theory of change. Even when faced with unexpected outcomes, 

they will argue that the main variables can be identified and separated from contextual 

factors (Schweigert, 2006).   In contrast, systems-thinkers embrace complexity and refer 

to the notion of un-expected outcomes in terms of ‘emerging properties’. Those in the 

latter camp expect to be surprised by the interconnectedness of the environment. They 

embrace unpredictability, often citing examples of programs that produced the opposite 

results that those that were expected (Chapman, 2004).  The conceptual framework 

shown earlier in Figure 5 (M&E of information services) is an example that illustrates the 

difficulty of attribution in the field of information services and produces and health 

outcomes (Sullivan et al., 2007).  

 

The two perspectives may actually share some common ground in that, in the short term, 

a linear link can be expected between an activity and an outcome. For example, we can 

!   Implications for DECI: A focus of this project is to maximize the learning from 

the PAN Asia projects. This means finding out what works (effectiveness) especially 

in terms of increasing understanding, as the accountability dimension is already 

covered by the IDRC reporting conditions.   
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predict a measurable knowledge gain among participants attending a training workshop. 

On the other hand, what those trainees do upon their return to their work site as a result of 

the training is more difficult to predict because it will be subject to many other variables 

beyond our control. For example, their supervisor may simply not allow the staff member 

to introduce the new ideas that they learned at the workshop, or there may be no budget 

available to do so. In such cases, the relationship between the workshop (activity) and the 

impact (the application of new concepts or skills learned by trainees in their work 

environment) is difficult to predict.  In this example, the systems perspective makes room 

for the positivistic one by acknowledging a linear, causal relation between the short-term 

activity and the immediate outcome. However, beyond that, the systems perspective 

limits the notion of attribution and prefers to signal a contribution (Byrne, 2008; Jiggins 

and Röling, 1997).   

 

 

 

 

 

Scale 

Figure 11 includes a four-stage lifecycle diagram for informatics (ICT4D), though it does 

not specify whether the arrows mean attribution or contribution.  The second diagram 

reminds us about the scale of analysis, which underlines the difficulty of scaling findings 

form one level to another. For example Grunfeld (2007) suggests the importance of at 

least linking the micro (organizational and project level) with the meso (sectoral): 

 

The meso-level can also be understood at a conceptual level, particularly when 

considering scalability and replicability. In analysing the social capital agenda, 

Bebbington (2004a)
4
 noted that the search for meso level concepts in that agenda is 

still relevant for analyses that are ‘less sweeping than macro concepts without 

claiming that everything is different’ (p. 348). The meso-level, from a conceptual 

perspective with respect to ICT4D evaluations would require a balance between 

uniformity of such evaluations and constantly re-inventing a meaningful approach. 

(p.9)  

 

                                                
4
 Bebbington, A. (2004a). Social capital and development studies: critique, debate, progress? 

Progress in Development Studies 4 (4), 343-349. 

!   Implications for DECI: The question of attribution Vs contribution will be 

specific to each PAN Asia project component.  What matters most is to determine 

the underlying assumptions about cause and effect – the ‘theory of change’- as they 

will need to be reflected in the wording of the key evaluation questions.   
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Figure 11: Applying theory in development informatics research (Heeks, 2007a, 2).   

 

The notion of complex systems and the challenge of performance measurement of 

programs is gaining more interest among telecommunication planners (Andrew and 

Petkov, 2003; 2000). There is also evidence that new approaches are emerging that 

acknowledge limited attribution, while embracing the need to document long-term impact 

(Byrne, 2008; Ramírez, 2007).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.3 Theoretical dimensions: Three approaches to evaluation 

Otto Hospes (2008) writes that there are basically three main approaches to evaluation. 

Evidence-oriented evaluation seeks hard evidence and is based on a linear theory of 

change as illustrated in the first diagram in Figure 11.  Hospes suggest that this approach 

is reaching its limits as the realization grows that reality is far too complex to follow the 

underlying assumptions about linear attribution. He argues that the second approach, 

realistic evaluation, is gaining ground in response to the limitations of the first approach. 

In the realistic approach, there is an acknowledgment that at each stage of the presumably 

linear chain, there are organizations, social interactions or social force fields that are 

dynamic and unpredictable.  He adds that the question of attribution becomes and 

exploration of the dynamics that can exist in a programme, social interaction or other 

factors that influence societies (Hospes, 2008, 25).  The third approach responds to an 

adaptive, evolving and dynamic understanding of systems.  In this approach, complex 

problems are embraced and policy makers do not maintain the illusion of predictability.  

!   Implications for DECI:  DECI will support PAN Asia projects that are regional 

in scale. This includes umbrella funding projects that support researchers in eligible 

countries. DECI will also support projects that work in select countries to increase 

the capabilities of researchers. Finally, DECI will support specific field projects. 

Acknowledging the scale of each project is important: the smaller the scale the 

higher the chances that the impact of the project will be measurable (higher 

attribution potential). On the other hand, at institutional and national levels, it will 

be more realistic to talk about the contribution dimension of a project or 

programme, especially in areas of policy influence.   
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He argues for an interactive, or adaptive approach to policy development and adjustment.  

In his mind, the third approach – complexity evaluation- has yet to gain prominence.  

 

Hospes’ advocacy for realistic and complex evaluation is consistent with the notion of 

‘developmental evaluation’ that embraces situations where goals and outcomes are not 

pre-set but rather evolve as learning occurs.  

 

Developmental evaluation supports continuous progress and rapid response to 

complex situations with multiple variables. In such cases, the evaluator is often an 

integral member of the program design team. Developmental evaluation does not 

replace other forms of evaluation, rather is seems best suited for initiatives that 

are at an initial stage of development or undergoing significant change, and can 

benefit from careful tracking. (McConnell Foundation, 2006, on-line) 

 

In the evaluation literature, Outcome Mapping (OM) has emerged as an approach that 

focuses on outcomes and disregards the attention on causal attribution (Earl et al., 2003). 

A complementary evaluation approach is Most Significant Change (MSC), where 

beneficiaries of a project or programme are invited to provide narrative accounts of how 

they perceive change (Dart and Davies, 2003). Other evaluation approaches have begun 

to follow suit with an explicit acknowledgement about the difficulty in attributing linear 

causality, such as is the case with USAID’s Guide to monitoring and evaluating 

information products and services (Sullivan et al., 2007).  

 

 If you`re interested, I can get a list of other sources on causality from Fred because he`s 

doing a paper on the most up –to-date systems thinking on the issue. YES Please! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.4 Ownership and motivation in evaluation 

The motivation to learn from experience, to use evaluation for improvement- as opposed 

to fearing it as a means of policing, is central to capacity development in evaluation 

(Horton, 1999).   

 

In the PM&E project, participants have participated in numerous types of 

evaluation carried out to orient the project and to enhance its effectiveness. As 

experience accumulated and the positive benefits of evaluation, a shift in 

perspective occurred and evaluation became seen less as a project management or 

accountability function (to control operations or to satisfy external requirements) 

!   Implications for DECI:  As ICTD shifts attention from access to effective use, the 

complexity of context is introduced. Complexity is explored through frameworks like 

the Sustainable Livelihoods or Sen’s Capabilites frameworks that illuminate the 

elements and dynamics of change.  Hospes’ suggestion that realistic evaluation is 

gaining prominence is consistent with the interest in methods like Outcome Mapping 

and Most Significant Change that steer away from causality-based assumption.  

 



 31 

and more as a tool to improve strategies and activities. As participants gained 

proficiency in managing and conducting evaluations, they also became less wary 

of them. (Horton, 1999: on-line). 
 

The more individuals and organizations feel ownership over an M&E exercise, the more 

effective it will be (Watson, 2005).  Graham and Carden (2005) suggest that ownership 

over project outputs by implementers is an indication of success.    The notion of 

ownership, be it a project or its evaluation, is part of systems thinking (Checkland, 1981).   

 

In a variation of systems thinking, Checkland and Scholes (1990) developed soft 

systems methodology, SSM. One key contribution of SSM is the notion that the 

key stakeholders involved in a system are owners of the problem or issue. In other 

words, those who are directly affected, ‘own’ the problem and should be involved 

in understanding and addressing it. SSM is therefore compatible with 

participatory action research approaches. (Ramírez and Richardson, 2005: 308) 

 

Cook (2006) describes how action research is compatible with developmental evaluation: 

 

Through discussions with the managers and funders at the outset of the project 

it was agreed that the project would be formative and would include: 

• helping to establish and maintain communication amongst project 

• participants by supporting ‘enabling conversations’ about programme 

• quality and direction; 

• helping to clarify appropriate indicators and criteria to account for success; 

• assisting project managers and participants to adopt a (self-)critical 

• perspective on the project and its activities; and 

• providing opportunities for project members to develop evaluation skills 

• incorporating a strong stakeholder focus (p. 421). 

 

We also note that: “Action learning can be used to great advantage when no one knows 

the solution to a shared problem, or when no one knows the way forward in a complex 

situation.” (Zuber-Skerritt, 2002: 115) This dimension will apply to the more 

experimental PAN Asia projects.  

 

Facilitating developmental evaluation is different from those situations where outcomes 

and results are predictable. It requires evaluators that are highly flexible.  

 

A developmental evaluator often needs strong conceptual skills. They need to be 

able to identify and name what's going on, for example, to understand and 

feedback what stage an initiative seems to be in, or to identify and name the 

situation, or problem. This ability to support the conceptual work underpins the 

very notion of development: What does it mean to go to the "next level? What is 

the "it" being developed? How is this "it" or "situation" or problem" or "results" 

distinct? What are its defining characteristics? (Imprint, 2006, 10) 
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2.5 Summary of Implications 

2.1 What is evaluation? 

Many of the evaluation questions posed by Patton will resonate with IDRC’s research 

partners. For social scientists and professionals who are often involved in evaluation, the 

above questions come naturally. What the DECI project will do is engage researchers in 

systematic evaluation with the aim of creating evaluative thinking among them; rather 

then turning them into evaluation specialists.  The project will enhance their capacity to 

engage in evaluative thinking at any stage of project design, implementation or 

completion and have the capacity to design an evaluation of their work. 

 

2.2 Foundational concepts 

 

Monitoring and evaluation 

The PAN Asia projects already have a monitoring mechanism in place.  DECI focuses 

attention on evaluation; a formative approach will be appropriate for projects reaching 

the end of a phase with a commitment to launch another one. A summative evaluation 

approach will be relevant to those that are coming to an end. 

 

Research and evaluation 

Most of the PAN Asia projects that DECI can support are research projects; they are 

innovating, testing and adapting new ICT knowledge to different contexts.  When the 

goal of the research project is to test the value or worth of a new technology, a key 

evaluation question (KEQ) may coincide with verifying the extent to which the project 

objective was achieved.  

Example: ‘To what extend did the participating nurses change their routines with the 

introduction of PDAs?’  This KEQ responds to Project Goal (Section 1.2) and it aims to 

verify the outcome in terms of the use of the PDA among medical staff. Beyond that, the 

user of the evaluation may also be interested to learn about the approach that was 

utilized to introduce the technology to the clinics, or the process that was used to train 

the nurses. The approach and process questions could be combined with the impact 

question as part of the project evaluation.     

 

Effectiveness and accountability 

A focus of this project is to maximize the learning from the PAN Asia projects. This 

means finding out what works (effectiveness) especially in terms of increasing 

!   Implications for DECI:  IDRC’s research partners stand to gain from ‘owning’ 

the evaluation process of their project. When we own something, we take care of it 

and assume responsibility.  In the case of a research project, owning the evaluation 

will mean that researchers turn it into a process of reflection and learning to 

improve their own work.   The selection criteria for regional evaluation consultants 

will  need to incorporate good communication skills, flexibility and an attitude of 

collaborative learning and exploration.   
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understanding, as the accountability dimension is already covered by the IDRC 

reporting conditions. 

 

Attribution or contribution 

The question of attribution Vs contribution will be specific to each PAN Asia project 

component.  What is key is to determine the underlying assumptions about cause and 

effect – the ‘theory of change’- as they will need to be reflected in the wording of the 

key evaluation questions. 

 

Scale 

DECI will support PAN Asia projects that are regional in scale. This includes umbrella 

funding projects open to researchers in eligible countries. DECI will also support 

projects that work in select countries to increase the capabilities of researchers. Finally, 

DECI will support specific field projects. Acknowledging the scale of each project is 

important: the smaller the scale the higher the chances that the impact of the project 

will be measurable (higher attribution potential). On the other hand, at institutional and 

national levels, it will be more realistic to talk about the contribution dimension of a 

project or programme, especially in areas of policy influence. 

 

 

2.3 Theoretical dimensions: Three approaches to evaluation 

 

As ICTD shifts attention from access to effective use, the complexity of context is 

introduced. Complexity is explored through frameworks like the Sustainable 

Livelihoods or Sen’s Capabilities frameworks that illuminate the elements and 

dynamics of change.  Hospes’ suggestion that realistic evaluation is gaining prominence 

is consistent with the interest in methods like Outcome Mapping and Most Significant 

Change that steer away from causality-based assumption. 

 

2.4 Ownership and motivation in evaluation 

 

IDRC’s research partners stand to gain from ‘owning’ the evaluation process of their 

project. When we own something, we take care of it and assume responsibility.  In the 

case of a research project, owning the evaluation will mean that researchers turn it into 

a process of reflection and learning to improve their own work. 

 

The selection criteria for regional evaluation consultants will need to incorporate good 

communication skills, flexibility and an attitude of collaborative learning and 

exploration. 
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Part 3. Utilization focused evaluation 

 

[Work in progress; some of which will be part of the tasks under DECI before Penang.]  

 

So, before you embark on an evaluation, ask yourself ‘why bother?’ Who is this 

for, what is it they want to find out, and what changes will be made when the 

results are gathered? If the answer to the question ‘why evaluate?’ is that the 

results will lead to action to improve the teaching and learning within the course 

or the institution, then all the effort will be worthwhile. (Harvey, 1998: 8) 

 

For Heeks (2007c) two questions drive ICT4D impact assessment: “What do we not 

know, that we need to know?” and “How are we going to find that out?”  He then 

suggests six questions to guide impact assessment of ICT4D projects (see Figure 12): 

 

• Why: what is the rationale for impact assessment? 

• For whom: who is the intended audience for the impact assessment?  

• What: what is to be measured? 

• How 1: how are the selected indicators to be measured? 

• When: at what point in ICT4D project lifecycle are indicators to be measured? 

• How 2: how are impact assessment results to be reported, disseminated and used? 

(Appendix 1 includes more details on these six questions.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 12: ICT4D Project Impact Assessment – Planning Overview (Heeks, 2007c)  

 

 

Both Harvey’s question about ‘why bother to evaluate’ and Heeks’ guiding questions 

signal a concern with making evaluation and impact assessment (a dimension of 

evaluation) relevant, usable, and practical.  This concern is so important in the evaluation 

field that it is known as ‘utilization theory’. 

 

A ten-year retrospective of the literature on evaluation use yielded the following trends: 

an increased attention on the importance of context as a factor explaining use, more 

attention on the different types of use from the individual to the organizational level, and 

a diversification of the role of the evaluator to encompass facilitation, planning and 

training (Shulha and Cousins, 1997).  

Why? 

For 

whom? 

What? How? 

(1) 

When? 

How? 

(2) 

Pilot & 

Action 
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Dimensions of use 

One of the main goals of evaluation is to inform decision makers: evaluation are meant to 

be used. The dimensions of use range from instrumental (decision-making function), to 

conceptual (educational function) and onto symbolic (political function) (Shulha and 

Cousins, 1997). Evaluation use is evident when evaluations are:  

 

1. Appropriately designed; 

2. Users are involved and committed to the evaluation process; 

3. Users consider the information reported to be relevant; and 

4. When little outside information conflicts with results. (Shula and Cousins, 1997 in 

Franke et al., 2003: 14) 

 

Patton (1997) differentiates between stakeholders and users. The former have a stake or 

vested interest in the evaluation.  There can be a vast number of stakeholders, but the 

primary intended users are a small sub-set of the larger stakeholder pool (Franke et al., 

2003).  “UFE focuses on actual primary intended users and their explicit commitments to 

concrete specific uses” (Patton, 1997, in Franke et al., 2003: 14) 

 

Scholars who work in utilization theory have watched an ongoing debate about whether 

evaluators could or should be held accountable for use. Those who lean on the work of 

Weiss argue in favour of a rationalist approach where the evaluator focuses exclusively 

on providing accurate and adequate findings to the evaluation question. On the other side 

of the table are Patton followers who feel the evaluator should take on a more active role 

in promoting and cultivating use.  Patton argues that evaluators should be responsible for 

helping decision makers identify their evaluation needs, consult to determine what 

information would best address those needs, and generate finding that would respond to 

the user’s needs.  The Patton argument is consistent with constructivism in evaluation 

where the creation of knowledge is seen as integral to the context where it is produced; 

evaluators create knowledge and the act of evaluating is equivalent to use (Shulha and 

Cousins, 1997). 

 

The emphasis on working with and along user’s needs leads to much attention to 

collaborative and participatory approaches. Evaluations that engage intended users in the 

research process lead to personal learning among them. This in turn leads to more direct 

application of the evaluation findings to program practices. It also enhances the users’ 

confidence in using the findings. In addition, participatory approaches reduce power 

differentials between evaluators and program practitioners, and this in turn leads to more 

negotiated decision making and learning (Shulha and Cousins, 1997). 

 

Franke et al. (2003) emphasize that there may be unintended uses and users. They 

provide a summary that is replicated in Figure 13.  

 

 

 

 

 



 36 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 13. Configuration of users and uses (Franke et al., 2003, 14) 

 

They locate Patton’s work in Cell I. Their experience belongs to Cell II where there was a 

turn over in staff and a group replaced the original intended users. This situation is not 

uncommon, and constitutes a challenge to UFE (its Achilles heel according to Patton). In 

the Franke et al. case study, the transition from intended to unintended users was 

successful and they suggest that there is a continuum between those two quadrants.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key evaluation questions 

Developing key evaluation questions is a most important, and often difficult step: what 

you ask is what you get. 

  

It is crucial to take time at the very beginning to determine which are the ‘right’ 

questions. Inappropriate or unrealistic questions will lead to unusable or irrelevant 

data, rather like setting up a computer to perform a complex calculation only to 

find it was given the wrong formula to start with. But it may also become 

apparent during a study that some questions are unhelpful and need to be changed, 

and others added, so build in enough flexibility and open-endedness. (Harvey, 

1998: 9) 

 

From a utilization point of view, the right evaluation question has several characteristics: 

 

1. It is possible to bring data to bear on the question. 

2. There is more than one possible answer to the question, i.e. the answer is not 

predetermined by the phrasing of the question.  

3. The identified decisionmakers want information to help them answer the 

question. 

4. The identified decisionmakers feel they need information to help them answer 

the question.  

!   Implications for DECI: the user of evaluation can be anyone although too often 

it is the donor because of power issues. This makes DECI unique. 

If and when PAN Asia projects undergo a change in staffing that includes the 

intended users; a decision will need to be made on engaging the new users.  

 

If you`re interested there`s some interesting new work on evaluation influence rather 

than use that might be helpful. I have some of the articles in my office and can share 

them with you when you come.   YES please. 
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5. The identified and organized decisionmakers and information users want to 

answer the question for themselves, not just for someone else. 

6. They care about the answer to the question. 

7. The decisionmakers can indicate how they would use the answer to the 

question, i.e., they can specify the relevance of an answer to the question 

future action. (Patton, 1978, 83) 

 

The following are examples of different types of Key Evaluation Questions:
5
 

 

IMPACT : To what extent is it likely that the desired practice change will lead to 

improvement in X, Y, Z (measurable change in state) 

OUTCOME: To what extent did participating farmer change their practices around 

fertilizer management?  

APPROACH / MODEL QUESTIONS: How does our model of capacity building 

compare with a best practice? 

PROCESS: To what extent were partners adequately engage during the project process 

QUALITY: What was the quality of the research or research output? 

COST EFFECTIVENESS:  What is the cost-benefit of the intervention?  

Once the KEQs are defined, one can select the data collection method that best responds 

to the questions. 

 

Matching Key Evaluation Questions with METHODS  
 

IMPACT "  contribution analysis, expert panel, Gender Evaluation Methodology 

(GEM) 

OUTCOMES  "  Outcome mapping (OM), Most Significant Change (MSC), 

GEM 

UNEXPECTED OUTCOMES "  MSC 

APPROACH/MODEL "  Comparative study 

PROCESS "  Qualitative evaluation study (semi-structured interviews, focus 

groups) 

QUALITY "  Audit against standards
6
, peer review 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS "  Economic modeling  

 

 

                                                
5
 Adapted from Jess Dart’s presentation “Key evaluation questions”, Evaluation in Practice Workshop. 

Dec. 2007. http://evaluationinpractice.files.wordpress.com/2008/01/keyquestionschoices.pdf 

 
6
 The standards of evaluation include utility, feasibility, propriety, and accuracy.  

!   Implications for DECI: the definition of Key Evaluation Questions (KEQs) is a 

key step that deserves attention and time.  In research, defining the right question is 

often the most difficult step to take; the same applies to evaluation.   Once the KEQs 

are defines, it is time to look at the most relevant evaluation method. In other words, 

UFE is methods-neutral.  
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The role of the evaluator 

 

I developmental evaluation, the evaluator is seen as a planned change consultant. This is 

the intended role for the DECI project and it is consistent with the PAN Prospectus in 

terms of enhancing evaluative thinking among the research partners.  

 

The onset of collaborative modes of evaluation may signal the desire of 

evaluators to effectively introduce into program communities the habits of 

systematic inquiry and reflective activity and associated technical, analytical, and 

reporting skills. (Shulha and Cousins, 1997, on-line p.11). 

 

Shulha and Cousins also review the different cases of non-utilization and misuse. They 

conclude that we need to learn much more about the conditions under which 

collaborative modes of evaluation are appropriate and justifiable. They close their article 

with the following statement:  

 

If utilization research could monitor the evolution of evaluation practices for their 

‘goodness of fit’ with the challenges faced by social and educational program 

communities, long-term benefits for the field would most likely result. (Shulha 

and Cousins, 1997, on-line p.13) 

 

Ng’ambi and Brown (2004: 41) quote the following summary from Patton (1997:135).  

 

Patton explained that utilisation-focused evaluators are, first of all, active in 

deliberately and calculatedly identifying intended users and focusing useful questions. 

Patton observes that they are reactive in listening to intended users and responding to 

what they learn about the particular situation in which the evaluation unfolds. They 

are adaptive in altering the evaluation questions and designs in light of their increased 

understanding of the situation and changing conditions. Active-reactive-adaptive 

evaluators don’t impose cookbook designs. They don’t do the same thing time after 

time. They are genuinely immersed in the challenges of each new setting and 

authentically responsive to the intended users of each new evaluation (p.135).  

(Ng’ambi and Brown, 2004 ) 

 

For Patton (op.cit.) process use
7
 leads to four interrelated consequences:  

 

• it enhances communication within organizations,  

• data collection can take the form of interventions with the aim of improving 

programs,  

• the evaluation process can enhance and engage program participants in reflecting on 

their work, and  

• the process leads to both individual and organizational capacity development.  

  

                                                
7
 DECI will support both process uses and findings uses; it all depends on the needs of the users. 
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!   Implications for DECI:   

• UFE focuses on specific primary users from the beginning: e.g. a Research 

Partner. 

• UFE focuses on the user’s specific needs: i.e. their own learning or performance 

objectives. 

• UFE privileges the primary decision makers and information users with a 

commitment to make the evaluation relevant, timely and practical. 

• UFE places attention on formulating Key Evaluation Questions. 

• In UFE, the evaluator plays the role of partner in learning and planning.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1. The dimensions of effective use. 

 

Effective use includes the following dimensions (Gurstein, 2003, on-line) 

 

 Carriage facilities — What telecommunications service infrastructure is needed to 

support the application being undertaken? What are the appropriate and required 

volumes and capacities of bandwidth to be provided by broadband, dial-up, WiFi, 

satellite or other networked telecommunications services? What will it take to 

ensure that a supportive technology infrastructure is available in the form and 

quality (bandwidth, error rates, etc.) necessary to accomplish the purpose to which 

it will be put? In this context effective use is application specific — certain 

applications will require broadband while others may only require dial–up, but in 

either case, effective use is only possible with the appropriate carriage 

infrastructure. 

  

 Input/output devices — What are the devices which users need to undertake the 

particular activity? Are they for example computers for information processing, 

Personal Digital Assistants (PDA) for mobile information accesss, printers for 

text production? Effective use of a health alert service may require access to a 

PDA, while effective use of a support for an NGO activist organization may 

require access to a full-colour printer for printing brochures and leaflets. 

 Tools and supports — What software, physical supports, protocols, service supports 

are required? For example, databases for keeping track of large volumes of 

environmental data will be needed by environmental management groups, while 

physical textbooks may be a requirement for effective use by teachers of the 

support facilities of Internet enabled educational systems. 

  

 Content services — What specifically designed content is needed for particular 

application areas? What are the usability and locally contextual requirements for 

this content — language, design, literacy level, localization of references, links 

and so on. As many have pointed out, in many areas there is too much 

information, which is too difficult to navigate and where there are significant 

issues of reliability. Effective use implies content which is designed to be 

specifically "effective" — usable, trustworthy, and designed for particular types 

of end users in appropriate language formats. The issue here is to go beyond 

access to develop applications of interest and benefit and usability to identified 

end users. Effective use means that end users can make use of what it is they have 

access to — in the current form, much of what is currently available (i.e. 

accessible) is of little use or benefit and some may even be harmful. 
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 Service access/provision — What type of social and organizational infrastructure, links 

to local social networks, para–professionals, training facilities are necessary for 

the particular use being developed? Effective use for many application areas 

requires an enabling social, as well as technological, infrastructure. Thus for 

example, effective use of e-health services in remote areas will require not just the 

technical access to the physical infrastructure, the information, the I/O devices 

and the service design but it will also require health application infrastructures 

including health care providers, para–professionals, community support systems 

i.e. a social organizational structure of the service to link the information or 

service being provided into local organizational structures and related delivery 

and support systems. 

  

 Social facilitation — What local regional authorities/resources, community and 

environmental infrastructure, training, animation are required to locally enable the 

desired application or use? The effective use of an ICT enabled service will 

frequently require supporting facilitation since the service likely will not be 

effectively implemented spontaneously. There will be the need for co-ordinated 

planning and design, for training at all levels and for animation of the supporting 

structures to make the service usable. Overall of course, there will be the need for 

local leadership. 

Governance — What is the required financing, regulatory or policy regime, either for 

governance of the application or to enable the implementation of the application 

within the broader national legal or regulatory systems? In many cases effective 

use will require an enabling financial structure, a supportive (or at least not 

inhibiting) legal or regulatory system and political support. Thus, for example, a 

major restriction on the effective use of e–health services has been the failure of 

many pre–paid health systems, both private and governmental, to develop 

financing systems which allow for reimbursement of the cost of electronic health 

support services provided locally to support local (or non–local) users. 
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Appendix 2. Details on the Health Information M&E Framework 

 

From (Sullivan et al., 2007, 8) 
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Appendix 3. Details on six questions for ICT4D impact assessment 

 

Details on the six questions for ICT4D impact assessment (Heeks, 2007c) 

 

• Why – this can include both the externally-stated rationale, and the internal purpose 

for the organisation(s) driving the impact assessment.  In most cases, the external 

rationale will be one or more of: a) retrospective achievement – post-hoc assessment 

of what has been achieved from investments to date; b) prospective priorities – pre-

hoc assessment of future development project investments; c) accountability – 

enabling agencies to be held to account for their ICT4D spending. 

• For whom – typical audiences are a) ICT4D investment decision-makers; b) ICT4D 

policy decision-makers; c) ICT4D project decision-makers; d) ICT4D project 

users/beneficiaries; e) other ICT4D stakeholders. 

• What – a mixture of the indicators the key audience will best consume, the indicators 

it is most feasible to measure, and the indicators the research team are most familiar 

with.  This may also include identifying the conceptual framework guiding the impact 

assessment. 

• How 1 – alongside the specific measurement issues, a key element here will be the 

extent of participation of project users in measurement (and in more upstream 

processes such as selection of indicators). 

• When – the classic impact assessment failure has been to assess ICT4D pilots rather 

than fully-scaled-up projects; and to assess too early in the project's history. 

• How 2 – probably the most important and the most overlooked element in the whole 

process, with some impact assessments being conducted but having little impact.  

Includes questions on whether indicators are reported "as is", or communicated via 

causal models, case sketches, stories, etc. 
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