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Executive summary 

E X E C U T I V E S U M M A R Y A N D 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Learning from experience is important to 
improve the success of development aid. 
This study was set up to investigate how the 
Norwegian aid administration learns from its 
evaluation system. It limits the focus to 
bilateral aid administered by the Norwegian 
Agency for Development Cooperation 
(NORAD), and concentrates on the produc­
tion and use of evaluation reports and 
project reviews. 

The study is based on a large empirical 
material; 7 case studies of evaluation pro­
cesses; a questionnaire to all professional 
staff in the administration; a contents analy­
sis of reports; interviews with selected 
groups and senior management; and special 
purpose reviews of the instruments of 
corporate memory. The study was under­
taken between October 1991 and September 
1992. 

The importance of systematic evaluation is 
fully recognized in the aid administration. It 
has been encouraged by political authorities 
at the highest level. The Norwegian aid 
administration has two evaluation systems. 

The first is centred around the production of 
evaluation reports. Most of the more recent 
reports are studies of a policy nature and 
often concern the impact of aid. The 
activities are lead by the evaluation unit at 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The reports 
are of a high quality, expensive and are 
undertaken by external, independent expert­
ise. Less than ten reports arc completed per 
year. 

The second system is centred around the 
production of project reviews. These are 
commissioned by the aid agency (NORAD), 
by its sectoral, regional or field offices. 
They are mostly concerned with delivery of 
aid (and to some extent impact of aid). 
Some 40 to 50 reviews are undertaken every 
year. The quality varies, perhaps because 
there are no standardized formats or meth­
ods. The reports are often undertaken to 
satisfy a particular need for information. 

At present there is a gap in the evaluation 

system between the broad, policy oriented 
studies and the more narrow, in-house 
reviews of projects and programmes. There 
is a need to clarify the roles and responsibi­
lities between the Ministry and the Agency 
in this area, to ensure that high quality 
impact evaluations of individual aid activi­
ties are carried out. 

Evaluations and project reviews serve the 
purpose of learning - but are also manage­
ment tools and instruments to exsert control/ 
ensure accountability. 

Project/programme evaluations which are 
traditionally seen as instruments to analyze 
impact and policy related questions are 
surprisingly strong on more detailed ques­
tions related to aid delivery, and relatively 
weak on questions related to policy. Thus, 
many of the evaluations had more the 
character of a combined project review and 
evaluation and therefore became more 
expensive and time consuming than necess­
ary. Such evaluation reports therefore seem 
to serve the combined purpose of control 
and management decisions better than les­
son-learning. This is rather contrary to what 
would be expected since one would assume 
that the main concern at the ministry level 
should be to draw lessons which can be 
used as a basis for policy decisions. 

Information needs forming the basis for 
evaluations are often unclear, contradictory 
and vaguely articulated. This gives the 
evaluations a weak basis in the aid 
administration, and make them less useful 
as management tools. 

In terms of making use of evaluation 
results, channelling of information is not the 
critical part, but rather the content itself and 
the timing in relation to management cycles, 
since the average evaluation would take 
about 2 years from the first initiative to the 
report is published. 

There is no doubt that evaluations generate 
much information which is spread, read and 
used. The average person in the aid 
administration takes part of 3 to 6 cvalua-

1 



Executive summary 

tions and project reviews per year. That 
would often represent 1 to 2 evaluations and 
probably all reviews that come close to the 
person's own tasks. The evaluation system 
reaches its targets with information. 

But does it generate learning? Yes, people 
in the organization think so. They rank 
learning from project reviews highly, but 
learning from evaluations does not appear to 
be so significant. Some evaluations reach 
very few but others reach a lot of people. A 
typical evaluation is read by a handful who 
are concerned with the particular aid activity 
itself; that type of activities; or the country 
in question. But there are also evaluations 
that reach large numbers - if not all - of the 
staff members. 

Some evaluations contain much inputs to 
learning. The quality varies. Other evalua­
tions contain little that is new; they may 
summarize existing knowledge, codify the 
"state of the art" of something, or simply 
fail to add new insights within the field. If 
nobody learns, it is not necessarily the 
administration which is at fault. 

When these two dimensions (scope and 
extent of learning) are combined they show 
four patterns of learning, that; (1) many 
learn a lot; (2) many learn a little; (3) few 
learn a lot; and (4) few learn a little. The 
predominant mode is that few learn rather 
little. One possible hypothesis is that the 
approach to evaluations in the aid administ­
ration suffers from the ambition that large 
numbers of people should maximize their 
learning. By all evidence this is overly 
optimistic and it does not take into account 
how learning really occurs. The system risks 
becoming dysfunctional when it tries to 
make the many learn a lot, and instead ends 
up with few learning a little. Why? 

Knowledge structures - organizational and 
individual - put a limit on the absorptive 
capacity of the aid administration. The 
absorptive capacity is much higher in res­
pect of specific inputs of knowledge, for 
example in a technical field. Consequently 
learning can be very high when the explo­
ration and solution of a problem takes place 
close to the ordinary tasks of an individual. 

When he or she is given the opportunity to 
investigate a problem, develop knowledge, 
learn and apply the learning on the daily 
work tasks, then the learning effect can be 
high. 

On the other hand the organization is 
weaker on abstract knowledge that is politi­
cal, socialand cultural in character. It is not 
very likely that even information of high 
quality, with a high potential for learning, 
will achieve much. As the absorptive capa­
city is low, the amount of learning will 
remain low. 

Can the aid administration be classified as a 
system which is open to knowledge - does it 
have a learning culture? The question must 
be reformulated to take into account varying 
purposes and processes of learning. It 
appears as if the best learning culture is 
found at the level of professional subgroups, 
be they sector specialists or regional spe­
cialists. At this level there are "dominating 
knowledge structures" and little diversity. 
On the contrary, it is at the more general 
levels of overriding values and interdisci­
plinary competence, that knowledge struc­
tures are weak and fragmented. 

The capacity to learn is higher further down 
in the organization, and the more specific 
the subject is. The organization is relatively 
more open to learning about, for example, 
methods of forestry, power generation or 
land use. In particular, the more directly 
useful and applicable the information is, the 
more likely is it that someone will learn. 

On the other hand, if the information 
coming to the organization is interdisciplin­
ary and if it touches on broader issues of 
why and how development takes place; 
indeed if the information is political, then, 
as the case studies show, it is not so likely 
that anyone will learn. Of course people 
profess an interest in such issues, and they 
are relatively quick to recognize their faults, 
but they fail to change - to learn. Even if 
the single individual would want to learn, 
and perceives himself or herself to be open 
minded, they are not embedded in an 
organizational structure that is conducive to 
such learning. 
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Besides, as the questionnaire suggests, the 
respondents are hypocritical. They think 
themselves open but in practice they do not 
subscribe to values and attitudes that would 
accompany an open attitude towards know­
ledge. New thoughts and holistic perspec­
tives are among the least valued qualities of 
evaluation reports. Critical and controversial 
evaluation reports are not likely to be 
rejected but the information might be 
neglected. The reason is not unwillingness 
to learn, but a lacking capacity. 

How can then openness at the level of 
individuals (with the above reservations) 
turn to something else at the level of the 
organization? There are several explana­
tions. 

(i) an open organization benefits from a 
diversity of knowledge structures, and 
there is diversity in the aid administ­
ration. 

(ii) the diversity must not be total. On the 
contrary, there should also be a 
dominating knowledge structure. There 
should be a common frame of reference 
and some coherence to the values and 
ideas espoused by the organization. 
Qualities such as these are relative, but 
the indications imply that the aid 
administration lacks dominating 
knowledge structures. 

(iii) whether a dominating knowledge 
structure facilitates learning or not 
depends on how well developed it is. 
Well developed structures have a 
capacity to absorb radically new 
information and to learn. In plain terms, 
the more you know the more likely is it 
that you will learn something new. 

Consequently, the aid administration needs 
to make a strategic distinction between two 
modes of learning; via communication or via 
involvement. Learning via involvement 
means that the staff of the aid administration 
pursue knowledge themselves. They take 
part on evaluation teams, actively commis­
sion evaluations and follow the work 
closely. They learn by doing and by investi­
gating the phenomena they are curious about 
themselves. Learning via communication, 
which is the second process of learning from 

evaluations, means to learn by consuming 
the results of evaluation reports, by reading, 
attending seminars and so on. 

The aid administration must pursue learning 
in both ways, but the two roads to learning 
require different methods and approaches. 

Learning via involvement means that the 
staff of the aid administration must pursue 
knowledge themselves, they cannot wait for 
others to serve them with evaluation reports. 
If they are to pursue knowledge effectively, 
the organization needs to change in five 
ways: 

1. Personnel policies must allow staff 
members to spend time to work closely 
with evaluation teams 

2. The scope for initiatives must not a 
priori be limited to any particular type 
of evaluation (policy, impact or 
delivery) 

3. Top management must actively 
encourage and support staff to engage 
in evaluation and learning activities, and 
help create resources so that this is 
possible 

4. Evaluations that constitute effective 
learning arenas are often established 
together with other donor organizations, 
particularly the multilateral organiza­
tions. It is important that staff take part 
in their missions/studies. 

Learning via communication means to 
develop knowledge with the help of evalua­
tion reports; by reading and taking part of 
evaluation results in other ways. The eva­
luation system contains much information 
which is not fully used, and it may generate 
even more. In order to fully utilize intelli­
gence from evaluations the organization 
needs to change in four ways: 

5. The evaluation unit at Ministry level 
should emphasize policy oriented 
studies that provide inputs for learning 
on issues of a political nature, and that 
cut across organizational and 
disciplinary boundaries. 

6. The evaluation functions (at Ministry 
and Agency level) need to follow-up 
more actively and imaginatively on 
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evaluations that have significant 
potential for learning. Continued 
seminars, working groups to elaborate 
on findings and implementation,public 
debates, reviews in professional 
journals, as well as standardized 
mechanisms for storing, etc. are all 
examples of means that should be used 
fully. 

7. The mandates of the evaluation unit(s) 
should extend to follow-up activities. A 
major part of the work on any particular 
evaluation should take place after it is 
finished, and be concerned with 
introducing and developing its 
knowledge in the organization. 

8. The organizational culture values new 
thinking and ideas little, compared to 
other qualities of information. These 
attitudes must change. Curiosity, 
experimentation and novelty of ideas 
must be leading elements in the 
organizational culture. 

The School of Development Cooperation is 
an important forum for both types of 
learning and it is recommended that the task 
of operationalizing ways and means of 
learning via communication and involve­
ment is done in close collaboration with the 
school. It is recommended that a Board is 
appointed to ensure that the curriculum of 
the school is integrated with the need for 
knowledge. 

Evaluations are expected to contribute to 
learning, and to be useful as inputs to the 
decision-making process. At the operational 
level, both these objectives will be better 
reached if the following measures are 
undertaken: 

9. Different types of evaluations should be 
more clearly defined and firmly based in 
the appropriate part of the organization. 
The main principle would be to make 
those evaluations which are intended for 
policy decisions more policy oriented; 
those intended for management 
decisions more focused on impact 
evaluation; and to transfer the more 
detailed question of aid delivery to 
improved monitoring systems and 
reporting procedures both at the donor 

and the recipient side. 

10. To improve the flow of information, it 
is necessary to establish effective 
systems for monitoring, evaluation and 
reporting, with well defined require­
ments on the division of responsibilities, 
what type of information should pass 
through the system, and what formats 
should be used for reporting. 

11. The Log-frame and Integrated approach 
should be used extensively to draw 
conclusions and summarize the lessons 
learned, (as suggested in the Evaluation 
Handbook) 

12. Evaluation findings which are 
potentially useful for a wider audience, 
should be extracted and presented in a 
more condensed and digestible form 
than the full reports distributed today. 

13. The time of completing evaluation 
reports should be reduced from the 
present average of 2 years to an average 
of no more than 6 months. This is 
possible by systematically improving 
management, refining the mandates and 
limiting the focus to the most relevant 
aspects of the question at hand. 

14. Archive and IDOK should be developed 
further. The systems should be linked 
up and made accessible from the 
terminals in the staff members' offices. 
The documents should be registered 
with annotations in the database. 

15. Files and databases are necessary, but 
not sufficient, as tools in the corporate 
memory. But they must be supple­
mented by other inputs; for example, 
debriefing people with field experience, 
network participation, and task force 
assignments within the administration. 

The strategy chosen to guide Norwegian 
development assistance in the 90's suggests 
a shift of responsibilities from the donor to 
the recipient and a shift in types of aid from 
identifiable development activities (project/ 
programmes) towards non-identifiable acti­
vities (financial instruments). This is a 
move towards less administrative demand­
ing types of aid, which will change the role 
of the donor, the donors' organisational 
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needs, and correspondingly the evaluation 
system. Four different scenarios for develop­
ment aid are described in this study, which 
corresponds to four different major types of 
aid activities. At present, Norwegian bila­
teral aid is heavily focused on the most 
administratively demanding scenario with 
minor components of the three other types 
of aid in addition. Consequently, the maxi­
mum solution is needed, both in terms of 
organisational resources and evaluation sys­
tems. 

At present, evaluation is highly centralised. 
Both policy evaluations, impact evaluations 
and to some extent evaluation of aid 
delivery have been initiated at the ministry 
level. The evaluation system at agency and 
field office level is un-coordinated, ad-hoc 
and without any quality control support. 

16. In light of the present division of 
responsibilities between the Ministry, 
agency and field offices; current 
international experience; and the new 
strategy for Norwegian aid, a major 
initiative to decentralise the evaluation 
system should be made. This would 
imply that the Ministry should by and 
large confine its role to policy oriented 
evaluations; the agency should 
concentrate on policy-oriented 
evaluations of direct relevance to its aid 
activities plus impact evaluations; and 
the field office and the recipient should 
increasingly take over the role to 
evaluate impact of aid and monitor aid 
delivery. 

17. Decentralisation along these lines would 
require a strengthening of the capacity 
and capability of the agency and its field 
offices in supporting evaluation 
activities, monitor the quality of 
evaluation material, support recipient 
institutions in developing evaluation 
procedures, processing evaluation 
material, organising learning arenas, 
training personnel and develop 
methodology. 

18. In order to achieve this, an evaluation 
function should be established at agency 
level to provide support to staff 

initiatives. This may take the form of a 
unit or be part ofthe existing structure, 
but the point is that it should not 
undertake evaluations, but provide 
professional support to the evaluations 
undertaken/commissioned by 
departments. The unit should help to 
ensure that the agency gets feedback of 
high quality. 

19. At all levels in the aid administration 
there is a need to increase professional­
ism of managers and staff in order to 
develop and operate a reliable and 
cost-effective evaluation system and 
safeguard the quality of information 
generated. 





SECTION A 
The framework; evaluation, organisation 
and learning in development cooperation 

Introduction. 
This section sets the stage for the following discussion of evaluation and 
learning. 
Chapter 1 introduces the subject of this evaluation, its scope as well as 
its limitations. The focus is on evaluation and learning in the aid 
administration and presents the methods of inquiry. These build on a 
combination of case studies, content analysis, a questionnaire, interviews 
and studies of specific topics. 

Chapter 2 presents the stage for evaluation and learning; that is, the 
system of Norwegian bilateral development assistance. The chapter 
reviews briefly the organization at present, the use of evaluations at 
different levels and the role of the evaluation unit. The reader who is 
familiar with the Norwegian aid administration could go straight to the 
next chapter. 

Chapter 3 is a brief summary of the state of the art concerning 
evaluation and learning. The chapter portrays the diversity in aid 
organizations and discusses five major design variables of how an 
evaluation function may fit into the overall organizational structure. 
There is no comprehensive review of the different systems, and certainly 
no comparison of all their effectiveness. 



Section A, chapter 1. Purpose and method 

1. PURPOSE A N D METHOD 

1.1 Background and objectives of 
the evaluation 

Between 1986-88, the National Audit Board 
reviewed learning in one of the Swedish aid 
agencies (SIDA). The report (RRV, 1988) 
concluded that there are major external 
obstacles to learning in an aid administration 
including: 

The complexity and rapid changes in the 
organisation's tasks 

Unclear and contradictory objectives 

The limited role of aid administrations 
in development since recipient 
governments also strongly influence 
activities. 

It was found that SIDA's ability to learn is 
far from optimal, and that most initiatives to 
improve the situation would only be mar­
ginal unless major changes were introduced 
in the organisation, such as to refine the 
overall objectives, introduce a strategy for 
the totality of aid activities, reduce the 
administrative burden on professional staff, 
change their roles from administrators to 
"brokers", etc. 

The Swedish study was read with interest in 
Norway, and it was felt that the findings to a 
large extent also reflected the Norwegian 
situation. 

During the last years, the Norwegian 
administration has initiated several main 
changes which resemble those suggested in 
the Swedish report, such as: 

1. A new overall strategy has been 
introduced 

2. A gradual shift to less administrative 
demanding forms of aid is initiated 

3. A major reorganisation of the 
administration has been done 

4. Efforts to simplify procedures and 
improve management tools is under way 

5. A comprehensive and systematic 
training programme (School of 
Development Cooperation) has been 
institutionalized 

This is expected to result in a more efficient 
aid administration with improved learning 
ability. 

The point of departure for the present study, 
as specified in the mandate (Ajinex 3), is to 
assess whether the Norwegian aid administ­
ration is able to learn from its own 
evaluation system, as expressed in the 
project reviews and evaluation reports 
produced each year. The mandate therefore 
is very limited in relation to all factors that 
determine effective learning in an organisa­
tion. The changes above (1-5) also limit the 
relevance of some findings in this study, 
since it is yet too early to predict their 
effects. 

The present evaluation was initiated in 
response to these changes. The mandate 
specifies that organisational changes and 
changes in division of responsibility within 
the aid administration call for further clarifi­
cation on the roles and division of responsi­
bilities with respect to ensuring feed-back of 
experiences from development activities. 
Also the initiatives of international organi­
sations, to review the effectiveness of 
feed-back mechanisms from aid evaluations, 
have motivated this evaluation (OECD/DAC 
1989 and EEC 1991) 

The mandate specifies the objective of the 
present evaluation to be: 

To assess whether different parts of the aid 
administration receive the information 
needed on the basis of project/programme 
reviews and evaluations, in relation to their 
roles and responsibilities; and how the 
information is utilised. 

8 
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The users' 
openness to 
new information 

9 
How is learning 

generated in the 

organisation 

Is the information 

used in decisions 

Is it channelled 
to the right 
level in the 
organisation 

Is information 

relevant and 

adequate 

How are infor­
mation needs 
generated 

The users* capa­
city to use info. 

Is the information 

easily accessible 

c 2 V i s 

Are users in­
volved in gene­

rating new 
information 

Figure A.1.1 The nine main questions specified in the mandate 
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The mandate further identifies nine main 
questions to be addressed, i.e.: 

1. How are information needs generated 

2. Are users involved in generating new 
information 

3. Is information relevant and adequate 

4. Is information channelled to appropriate 
parts of the organisation 

5. Is the information easily accessible 

6. Do the users have capacity to utilize 
new information 

7. Are the users open to new information 

8. Is the information used in decisions and 
management 

9. How is learning generated in the 
organisation 

The questions are organised in a logical 
sequence which follows the evaluation pro­
cess from the first initiative to evaluate is 
conceived until evaluation results have been 
internalized through individual and organi­
sational learning. The sequence of questions 
is illustrated in figure A.l.l. 

The present report presents the findings. It 
is divided in 3 parts. Part A describes the 
present evaluation system of the aid 
administration in Norway and some other 
countries. Part B addresses the above ques­
tions and presents the empirical findings. 
One chapter is devoted to each question. 
Part C discusses the future organisation of 
evaluation in the Norwegian aid administ­
ration, and methods to improve the quality 
of information and learning processes 
generated by the evaluation system. Each 
section and each chapter has an introductory 
text and each chapter a conclusion. The 
reader who wants to get a quick grasp of the 
total text could skim through these sections 
to get an overview and only go into the full 
text where he or she finds it interesting. 

1.2 Methodological questions 
Studies of institutional learning is methodo­
logically complicated since it involves the 

studyof a number of individuals with dif­
ferent roles and learning needs; and various 
processes at different levels inside and 
outside the organisation. With limited 
resources it is very difficult to satisfy the 
scientific standard of validity and reliability 
of information in such studies. Consider the 
aspect of time. Learning is a slow process 
and since the evaluation is done in one 
specific period, it is difficult to measure 
learning directly. Indirect methods will have 
to be used. 

In the present study, the methodological 
solution is to concentrate in depth on a 
limited number of cases, instead of relating 
to a broad sample of aid activities. This 
makes it possible to study longitudinal 
processes of decision-making and learning 
indirectly, and related to different levels in 
the organisation. With such an intensive 
technique, the sample is not representative 
and the possibility to draw general conclu­
sions correspondingly low. This is compen­
sated to some extent by using additional, 
more extensive techniques such as inter­
views and survey. The approach makes it 
possible to focus on a representative number 
of variables or factors affecting learning, 
and thereby maintain an acceptable level of 
validity and reliability in the results. 

The present evaluation is based on 11 
background studies made over a period of 
one year: 

1. A detailed contents analysis of 13 
project reviews and 4 evaluation 
reports, in order to study the quantity 
and quality of information, the methods 
used, perspectives, whether information 
was decision-oriented, degree of 
standardisation, composition of study 
teams, etc. 

2. Case studies of 3 project evaluations, 2 
country studies and 2 thematic 
evaluations. These were the core 
activities of the evaluation and took 
more than 50% of the resources. They 
were longitudinal studies of how 
evaluations were conceived, initiated, 
carried out and utilized by the aid 
administration. 
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Figure A.1.2 Institutional learning. This study focuses on the effect of evaluations/ 
reviews which are only two of many factors affecting learning. 
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3. A survey including all professional staff 
in the aid administration. The survey 
included 10 main questions with a large 
number of pre-coded answers and one 
open-ended question. It was adminis­
tered to 197 individuals and the 
response was about 60%. 

4. Special studies of the documentation, 
archive and training sections of the 
organisation, based on the study of 
documents, interviews and observation. 

5. A series of 6 individual interviews and 
4 group interviews with 4 managers 
each, where respondents were 
confronted with preliminary findings 
and encouraged to contribute more 
insight and suggest future solutions. 

6. A review of other donor organisation's 
evaluation systems. This included a 
review of literature and a one-day 
briefing by a British consultant, Dr. 
Basil E. Cracknell. 

In connection with the case studies, field 
work was carried out in Tanzania and Sri 
Lanka in November 1991 and April 1992, 
one week each. 

The studies were undertaken in two phases. 
After each phase, a reference group consist­
ing of managers from the Norwegian Minis­
try of Foreign Affairs and NORAD dis­
cussed the results and provided guidance for 
the next phase of the study. The findings arc 
presented in 11 background papers (in 
Norwegian), listed in Annex 1. These 
represent a substantial empirical material 
where the validity and reliability is founded 
on the large number of angles chosen, 
variables studied, and methods applied. All 
papers are available from the evaluation unit 
in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

1.3 Limitations of the study 
The focus of this evaluation is learning. The 
learning arena is the Norwegian aid 
administration. The purpose of learning is to 
improve the quality of Norwegian financed 
aid activities. 

Organisational learning is determined by 
many different factors, such as how effec­
tive learning is organized, the motivation of 

staff, time available for learning, etc., as 
seen in figure A. 1.2. There are different 
inputs to learning arenas. Development 
activities in the field is the primary one. 
Secondary inputs are constituted for in­
stance by the experience of other indivi­
duals or organisations, the corporate 
memory, research, literature, etc. Informa­
tion can be extracted from these sources, 
generate learning and also feed back and 
influence them. 

At a more elevated level, the formation of 
overall objectives for development aid, 
strategies etc. is another learning arena 
which will influence and be influenced by 
the learning process. 

To study organisational learning is therefore 
a complex undertaking- Yet the present 
study is by definition limited to the effects 
of evaluations and project reviews, i.e. only 
a small part of the complex, as illustrated in 
figure A.1.2. With this limitation, many 
important aspects of learning can only be 
touched very briefly in the present study. 
For instance, the role of the recipient is not 
covered by this study. 

Taking a closer look at evaluations and 
project reviews, most people agree that such 
documents serve three combined purposes 
at least: as a basis for (1) decision-making; 
as an input to (2) learning; and as a (3) 
control instrument. The focus of this evalua­
tion is on the learning aspect. However, 
since the three purposes are strongly inter­
related, it is difficult to make a meaningful 
analysis of only one aspect in isolation. 
Other aspects are therefore also included in 
the discussion. This does not contradict the 
mandate, since one of the questions is 
whether information is used in decisions. 

Most evaluations done by the Norwegian 
aid administration and all project reviews 
are related to bilateral aid. The sample of 
evaluations which constitute the basis for 
this study,were drawn in agreement with the 
reference group. All evaluations relate to 
bilateral aid (except for one: Parallel 
Financing and Mixed Credit which relates 
indirectly also to multilateral aid). Hence 
the multilateral side of the aid administ­
ration is touched only briefly in this study. 
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1.4 Evaluation team 

The study was undertaken by the following 
team: 

• Mr. Knut F. Samset, Scanteam 
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2. ORGANISATION AND 
EVALUATION 

2.1.The aid administration 
The aid administration has seen major 
organisational changes over the last decade. 
Originally, multilateral aid was channelled 
directly through the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, while bilateral aid was administered 
by a semi-autonomous agency (NORAD) 
under the Ministry. Then a separate Ministry 
for Development Cooperation was establ­
ished, which handled both multi- and bila­
teral aid, with NORAD as an internal 
department. The Ministry was subsequently 
merged with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; 
NORAD regained its semi-autonomous posi­
tion; and the previous division of responsibi­
lities between the Ministry and the agency 
was retained. 

For convenience, we are making the distinc­
tion in this study between the Ministry level 
(Foreign Affairs), the agency level 
(NORAD Headquarters) and field office 
level (which is of course part of the agency). 

Over the last 10 years, the total budget for 
development aid increased from 2.4 to 7.4 
billion NOK, which represents an increase 
in real terms of 38% (table A.2.1). In the 
same period permanent staff in the aid 
administration increased by 50%, as indica­
ted in table A.2.2. The largest expansion is 
at the Ministry level, while also the system 
of field offices have been developed con­
siderably. 

At the ministry level, there are three 
departments under a minister for develop­
ment cooperation: the programme depart­
ment, the bilateral department and the 
multilateral department. Recent years about 
40-45% of Norwegian aid has been multila­
teral aid, mainly provided as general contri­
butions to multinational organisations. 
Humanitarian aid is provided both bilaterally 
and multilaterally and amount to about 10% 
of total aid. Also a share of 6-8% of the 
bilateral budget is administered by inter­
national aid agencies for specific purposes 
(multi-bi). This means that about half of 
thetotal aid is administered directly by the 

1980 

Multilateral aid 1.0 

Bilateral aid 1.4 

Total 2.4 

Present value (1991) 5.4 

Budget increase in 
real terms 

1991 

3.5 

3.9 

7.4 
7.4 

38% 

Table A.2.1 

The Norwegian aid programme 

(Billion NOK) 

Ministry level 

Agency level 

Field office level 

Techn, assistance 
personnel 

Volunteers 

1980 

10 

174 

35 

205 

95 

1) Includes 21 staff members 
multilateral department 

2) 1992 figures 
• 

1991 

65 i) 

212 2) 

78 

97 

124 

in the 

Table A.2.2 

Number of employees in the Norwegian aid 
administration 
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Ministry - generally as financial contribu­
tions through international aid agencies. 

At the agency level, Norwegian aid is 
presently organized with separate regional 
and sectoral divisions, and three additional 
divisions for industry/commerce, NGOs and 
volunteer services, and administration 
(figure A.2.1). About half of Norwegian aid 
is provided at a bilateral basis, meaning that 
it rests on an agreement between Norway 
and the recipient country's government. 
Formally speaking, the real development 
activities take place in the recipient country 
and fall under the jurisdiction of that 
country's legal and administrative systems. 
Nevertheless, the division of work is such 
that the Norwegian aid administration has a 
large influence over planning, implemen­
tation and follow-up. Multilateral aid, on the 
other hand, rarely involves the Norwegian 
administration in much more than the 
transfer of funds. 

During the last few years a new strategy for 
bilateral aid has emerged. Two of the most 
important aspects are (1) an increasing shift 
of responsibility for aid activities from the 
donor to the recipient; and (2) a gradual 
shift from project and programme level 
assistance towards sectoral and financial 
assistance. The last trend is reflected in a 
marked reduction by more than 50% in 
technical assistance personnel as indicated 
in table A.2.2. At the same time the 
administration is being decentralised; the 
number of field offices has increased from 8 
to 13 and their staff resources have doubled. 

2.2. The evaluation system 
a 

In the present evaluation system there is a 
major distinction between evaluations and 
project reviews as the two main instru­
ments used by the aid administration. 
Evaluations are defined as independent 

Director General 

Asst. Director General 

Regional 
divisions 

- Africa 
-Asia, Latin 
America 

Other 
divisions 

- Industry 
- NGOs 
- Administration 

Sectoral 
divisions 

- Nat. resources 
- Health 
- Education 
- Infrastructure 
- Energy 

Field offices 
TAN, ETH, NAM, ZIB, BGD, PAK, NIC, BOT, MOZ, ZAM, MAD, 
IND, LKA 

Figure A.2.1 Organisational structure of NORAD 
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assessments of the effectiveness and impact 
of aid activities where the overall objectives 
for Norwegian development assistance are 
taken as the main references. Project 
reviews are defined as internal routine 
assessments of aid delivery, initiated and 
undertaken by NORAD alone or together 
with the recipient. Project reviews have 
traditionally been seen as a management tool 
which to a lesser extent 
focus on the overall ques­
tions of the impact of aid. 

In this study, the term eva­
luation is used for both types 
of instruments, unless we 
also explicitly comment on 
project reviews. However, 
since the distinction between 
the two is unclear, we shall 
make a distinction between 
policy level evaluations, im­
pact evaluations and evalua­
tions of aid delivery. 

"undertake evaluations and provide feed­
back of experiences to the Norwegian aid 
administration, the public, Norwegian auth­
orities and recipient countries. Contribute 
to international exchange of experience, 
development of evaluation methods, and 
development of evaluation expertise in Nor­
way and the developing countries." 

Policy level evaluations 
are undertaken to 
generate knowledge for 
decision making at 
higher levels (e.g. 
thematic evaluations of 
aid delivery instruments, 
aid policy, etc.) 

Bilateral aid S3SSSMSSSS 
:::i:i:i:::;:::;*S::: ::;':::-:-!-•> 
' • • T . - . ' . - . - . -*-. •*"••*'.',-.-,'.-. • . - . • . • . • . • . v i wmmmmmm. ..v 46 

NGO-administrered 

Donor-administered 

Multi-bilateral 

Other 

18 

mt;ffr;'-;;::W;:l 16 

10 

Figure A.2.2 

Evaluations involving aid channels as percentage of 
total evaluations 1981 -89 (source: Stokke, 1991). 

Impact evaluations 
focus on projects, programmes, sectoral 
activities, etc., in order to determine 
effectiveness, the wider impacts, 
relevance and sustainability of aid. 

Aid delivery evaluations arc limited 
assessments of whether aid activities 
have been implemented as foreseen (i.e. 
in quantity, quality and on time) 

The concepts are described in more detail in 
chapter C.l, below. 
Ministry level 

The core element in the present evaluation 
system is the evaluation unit located at 
Ministry level under the Programme Depart­
ment, with a professional staff of 3. The 
overall objective of the unit is to: 

Most evaluation activities are directed 
towards bilateral aid (figure 2.2). Over the 
period 1981-89 only 4% of the evaluations 
were related to multilateral aid channels, 
and 10% dealt with multi-bilateral aid 
initiated from the Norwegian side. Evalua­
tion of multi-bilateral aid is usually initiated 
by the international agency, occasionally 
with participants nominated by the multila­
teral department in the Ministry. The bulk 
of assistance channelled through the multi­
lateral system, however, is not subject to 
evaluation from the Norwegian side. 

During the last 10 years evaluation activities 
have been intensified and the focus has 
changed. The number of reports has dou­
bled over the last 5 years, as compared with 
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Project evaluations 

Country studies 

Thematic evaluations 

Sectoral evaluations 

Total 

Annual budget 
(mill NOK) 

1981 - 85 

16 

1 

3 

5 

25 

1986-90 

7 

9 

12 

17 

45 

10 

Figure A.2.3 

Different types of evaluations undertaken 
during 1981 - 90 

the first 5 years (figure A.2.3). 6-9 reports 
have been issued each year. There has been 

a gradual shift from project evaluations 
towards sector, thematic and country level 
evaluations as indicated in figure A.2.4. 
These changes follow the objectives of the 
unit, and help the sys­
tem draw lessons 
which are more 
generally applicable, 
than what can be lear­
ned from individual 
projects. 

Country studies have 
now been replaced by 
country strategy 
papers and the res­
ponsibility transferred 
to the bilateral depart­
ment of the Ministry. 
The evaluation unit, 
therefore, is at present 
mostly preoccupied 
with programme, sec­
tor, and thematic eva­
luations. 

Different parts of the 
aid administration are 

annually requested to provide in­
puts and comments to the evalua­
tion programme established by the 
evaluation unit. Reports are distri­
buted for comments from the rele­
vant parts of the organisation 
before they are finalized, and a 
cover note containing the Minis­
try's conclusions and recommen­
dations is issued by the evaluation 
unit for further action at ministry 
and agency level. 

Agency level 

The main instrument at agency 
level is the project review. Over 
the last years, 40-50 such reports 
have been issued annually. Their 
quality varies substantially from 
brief travel reports written by 
internal staff to very comprehen­
sive reports made by independent 
external teams which focus on 
both aid delivery, impact and 

policy issues. The tendency has been 
towards more comprehensive reviews, often 
with both internal and external team mem­
bers and participants from the recipient 
country. 

Clearly, with a tendency of the Ministry to 

1981 -85 

1986-90 

I I Project ( 

• Sector, 1 

Figure A.2.4 

The changing 

16 

IHMf f 9 

7 
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focus more on sector and thematic evalua­
tions, there is a thrust to strengthen evalua­
tion activities at agency level. However, a 
separate evaluation system has not yet been 
institutionalized. 

In accordance with the decentralisation 
policy, the field offices have been assigned 
a major role in undertaking reviews of aid 
activities and can request assistance for this 
from different departments in the agency. 

At the agency level the current situation is 
that the regional division has a special 
authority to request other parts of the 
organisation to undertake reviews of aid 
activities. The sectoral division and the 
division for industry and commerce are 
instructed to undertake reviews on request 
from other departments. The division for 
NGOs and volunteer services is instructed to 
establish the requirements for documen­
tation and reporting. The administrative 
division is instructed to develop and imple­
ment a system for economic reporting. 

In total, the division of responsibilities in 
the field of evaluation seems to be unclear 
both between the agency and field office 
level and between the different divisions 
and departments. Apparently, the main prin­
ciple is that different departments and 
divisions should initiate reviews within their 
field of activities, and support review activi­
ties initiated by other parts of the organisa­
tion on request. There is an underlying 
assumption that internal staff should be 
preferred for external staff in review teams, 
and the recipient should increasingly be 
involved. In fact reviews should eventually 
be initiated and undertaken by the recipient. 

Whereas evaluation reports are published 
and open to the public, project reviews are 
internal documents with limited distribution, 
and available only through the internal 
documentation system of the organisation. 
They have traditionally been used mainly at 
agency level as management instruments, 
but also to some extent by the evaluation 
unit as background information to identify 
the annual evaluation programme and as 
background material for evaluation teams. 

Thus, the present situation is that there exist 
two separate evaluation systems that are 
almost entirely compartmentalised. The dis­
tinction between project/programme level 
evaluation and the more ambitious types of 
project reviews seem to be more a reflection 
of the institutional split than of substantial 
differences. It is in the use of the documents 
within the aid administration that the dif­
ference becomes salient, as will be dis­
cussed in part B of this study. 
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3. THE INTERNATIONAL 
DONOR COMMUNITY'S 
EXPERIENCE OF LEARNING 
AND EVALUATION 

3 .Hntroduction. 

The Cassen report of 1986 is the most 
extensive review of the impact of aid (from 
all donors to all recipient countries) that has 
been done. The report is provocatively 
called "Does Aid Work?". The authors 
answer that question with "Yes, but .. ". 
Aid docs not work as well as it might have 
done, and one of the major reasons is that 
aid organizations fail to learn from 
experience - their own and others. A 
subsequent study Riddell (1987) found that 
no more than 10% of all aid is ever 
subjected to some form of evaluation. 

The OECD s Development Assistance Com­
mittee (DAC) is the major forum for 
exchange of experience between donor 
countries. DAC's annual report has repea­
tedly called for increasing efforts in evalua­
tion among members, and more recently it 
has turned to the broader subject of feed­
back and learning. DAC has also had an 
important role in standardizing the vocabul­
ary used among aid organizations and many 
of the nations that are new as donors have 
benefitted from this work (OECD, 1986; 
Methods and Procedures in Aid Evaluation). 

However, the concern for evaluation is 
much older. The first comprehensive text­
book was written by Suchman in 1967. 
Since then many have followed that focus 
on evaluation methods (Patton; 1980 and 
1982; Rossi, Freeman and Wright, 1979; 
United Nations, 1972 and 1978), the use of 
evaluation in decision-making (Birgegård, 
1975; Imboden, 1978), the wider ramifica­
tions of evaluation (Scriven, 1977), and 
evaluating evaluation systems (Wholey, 
1979; Elzinga, 1981 and Forss, 1985). These 
works are a very small sample of books and 
articles on the subject. But the selection is 
typical in that it reflects how little of the 
substantial development of the subject 
emanates from development assistance, or 
has been brought to bear on the processes of 
evaluation in aid. 

The first aid agencies to devote more 
systematic attention to the evaluation of aid 
were the UNDP, UNESCO and USAID. 
They published handbooks and manuals as 
early as the 1960s. At present all agencies 
have some form of evaluation system. The 
World Bank is outstanding in its coverage 
(all projects are evaluated when they end), 
but apart from that no agency is at the 
forefront of the "state of the art'. All that 
can be said is that systems differ, and some 
have advantages that others lack, but the 
latter may well have different advantages. 
This chapter summarizes some of the major 
differences, based on the reviews by Crack-
nell, 1990; Stokke, 1992 and DsUD 1 
990:63. 

3.2 The structure of aid administ­
rations. 
Evaluation units are now an integral part of 
the aid administration in most donor coun­
tries. However, the administrative systems 
responsible for the implementation of aid 
differ. The political responsibility for aid is 
usually vested in a ministry (either a 
separate Ministry for Development Coop­
eration or as part of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs), although in some cases it is split 
between several ministries. 

In some countries the whole system of aid 
administration is contained within a Minis­
try of Foreign Affairs, which means that 
there is in effect one large organization that 
contains all of aid decisions, from the 
ministerial level and down. But it is more 
common that implementation of the aid 
programme is delegated to administrative 
organizations outside the Ministry. 

In some countries there is one aid agency 
responsible for implementation, and in other 
countries there are several. In addition, 
implementation may also be delegated to 
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Figure A3.1 An overview of the administrative structures in development assistance 
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semi-public organization, NGOs or even to 
the private sector - either directly from the 
Ministry or via an aid agency. 

These few design variables in themselves 
lead to several different configurations of 
the aid system. Figure A3.1 shows four 
common patterns of the division of responsi­
bilities between one or several ministries 
and one or several aid agencies. Reality is 
not as simple as that; some ministries also 
have an implementing function, and some 
agencies may report to several ministries. 
For example, multilateral aid usually goes 
directly from a Ministry to the UN system, 
the World Bank and others. 

It is also possible that there are small, 
special purpose agencies that are not reflec­
ted in the grand overview presented here. 
The point is however that when the evalua­
tion function becomes institutionalized, its 
location and task will depend on the 
surrounding system. 

3.3 The place and design of the 
evaluation function. 

Which are the most important structural 
features of the evaluation function? It is 
possible to discern at least five aspects of 
the design of an evaluation unit that dis­
tinguish between different practices in the 
donor community. These are; ( 1 ) indepen­
dence, (2) differentiation, (3) centrality, (4) 
openness and, (5) the formalization of the 
systems. 

1. Independence. 

In evaluation theory it is often maintained 
that evaluators should be independent of the 
subject they evaluate. Similarly, an evalua­
tion unit should be independent of the 
system it evaluates. Among the major 
donors it is only Sweden and the World 
Bank who have independent evaluation 
units, placed outside the agency(ies) and 
with its own governance. Both report 
directly to the main stakeholders; that is, 
parliament (Sweden) and the Board (World 
Bank). The Netherlands Joint Inspection 
Unit also has considerable independence 
from the system, but it reports to the 

Minister concerned with development coop­
eration, not to the public . In all other 
countries evaluation unit is a part of the 
administration. 

2. Differentiation. 

In principle evaluations may cover a broad 
range of issues concerning the more limited 
aid delivery, impact assessment at project, 
programme and sector levels, or policy 
issues and other fundamental issues con­
cerning sustainability, relevance of different 
objectives, etc. Some of the administrative 
systems limit the scope of the evaluation 
unit to one or a few aspects, as for example 
the ODA which is primarily engaged in 
impact assessment. Other donors assign 
responsibility for different types of evalua­
tions at separate levels, as for example 
Norway and Germany. Yet others give 
different levels freedom to pursue the 
questions they find relevant over the whole 
field of possible evaluation tasks. The 
Netherlands, U.S.A., Sweden and Denmark 
may be examples of this. 

3. Centrality. 

An evaluation unit which is centrally placed 
may be more likely to reach top-leveldeci-
sion-makers. But in some systems the 
top-level decision-makers are notable 
through their absence as power is decentral­
ized. In that case a central evaluation unit 
faces the risk of being marginalized. But 
that is a risk even if decisions are taken 
centrally, because a central evaluation unit 
may lack a grasp of real issues, that are 
relevant at the moment. In some administ­
rations the evaluation unit is centrally 
placed, as in the UNDP and the U.K. Yet 
other systems have evaluation units that are 
not close to the centers of power (Denmark 
and Finland) and others have evaluation 
units at central as well as other levels 
(Germany, Netherlands, Sweden). 

4. Openness. 

The practice of making documentation from 
the civil service open to the general public 
varies from one country to another, and the 
practice of making evaluations of aid public 
follow these general patterns. In several 
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Figure A3.2 The place of the evaluation function 
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countries such studies are confidential (Ger­
many, France, Belgium, the UN-system) 
whereas they are actively made public in 
others (Norway, Sweden). However, there is 
a trend towards greater openness among all 
donors. 

5. Formality. 

The evaluation system could be more or less 
formalized in the process of working; that is, 
the content of the evaluations and the 
objects determined according to rules. The 
evaluation system could also be more or less 
standardized as to what follows after a 
report. In some systems there are procedures 
for writing, circulating and using summaries 
(Germany, UK) and in other systems there 
are virtually no rules for anything (France, 
Sweden), the reports are made and spread ad 
hoc. It is more common to have standard­
ized the content and process of initiating 
evaluations than to have standardized the 
follow-up, but there is a trend towards 
formalization and standardization in most 
donor countries, not least initiated by the 
European Community and the DAC. 

Figure A3.2 shows how evaluation units can 
be set up within an aid administration, 
summarizing and highlighting some of the 
differences among the donors today. Need­
less to say, the picture is more complex than 
so. The most important distinction seems to 
be between external versus internal units and 
between widespread evaluation functions or 
a centralized unit. If anything, the trend has 
been towards a more fragmented use of 
evaluations. As aid amounts increase and 
more actors become involved the need for 
feed-back grows. Each actor needs some 
control of its operations, and some need an 
overview. The trend is downwards and to 
the right in the figure; that is, systems go 
towards more fragmented structures with 
several aid organizations, and consequently 
with evaluation functions spread throughout 
the administration. 

In a way this resembles an experimental 
situation. Many actors try to do the same 
thing in the same environment, and they 
follow different ways to accomplish their 
objectives. True, the size of their aid 

contribution varies and some have a longer 
history of cooperation than others. They 
give different emphasis within the same set 
of objectives. But they all have evaluation 
systems intended for management and 
learning. So, which system works best, 
which makes the most important contribu­
tion to an aid program of high quality? 

The question cannot be answered. There is 
no research and no studies that attempt to 
make such a comparison. Only one system 
has been assessed in terms of learning, and 
that is Sweden (Norway follows with this 
study). Neither was comparative. The few 
comparative studies that exist (DAC, 1989; 
Cracknell, 1991, Stokke, 1992, Bovaird, 
Gregory and Stevens (draft)) do not go so 
far as to assess performance or contribution. 
They are descriptive and analytical, and 
possibly there is notyet any sufficient 
methodological framework for a compara­
tor^, comprehensive review of the effective­
ness of aid evaluation systems (perhaps not 
an audience either). There is a danger in 
that descriptive studies tend to put a virtue 
on the formal aspects of the system, and 
underrate the effectiveness of informal 
channels of feedback. They may also miss 
the subtle connections between learning and 
decision-making that only a close and 
intense scrutiny of a system can start to 
yield. 

3.4 The expenditures on evaluation. 
Another question is how productive the 
different systems arc. How much do they 
evaluate? Again, there is no data. The 
comparisons that exist usually only capture 
parts of the systems. In Norway the evalua­
tions of the Ministry are included in the 
review in DsUD 1990: 67, but not those of 
NORAD (as this study shows the "project 
reviews' can be quite as extensive as 
evaluations). There is no overview of the 
Swedish system either, SIDA s evaluation 
unit has some 10 to 15 evaluations on their 
annual program. But the other aid agencies 
each undertake between 5 and 20 evalua­
tions per year; the Ministry commissions 
some and the newly established external 
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evaluation unit will start another 5 to 10. 
The British aid agency, the Danish and 
Finnish ministries, Netherlands Joint Inspec­
tion Unit and the German Ministry have 
easily accessible and reliable figures ranging 
between less than 10 and more than 20 
evaluations per year. But in Germany the 
GTZ and KFW commission their own 
evaluations, and the total figure is not 
known. The French and Japanese systems 
have no total picture of the evaluation 
efforts either. 

Consequently it is not possible to estimate 
the total costs of evaluation either. Compar­
ing the budgets of evaluation units would 
give a distorted picture. The cost of indivi­
dual evaluations vary. The "Rolls Royce" 
model of thematic or sector studies, taking 
several manmonths to complete, may cost 
around 2 million NOK, but a typical project 
evaluation may end up around a few 
hundred thousand NOK. Though available 
statistics show that the international system 
(particularly the banks) spend more on 
evaluation, this picture is not true. It simply 
reflects that the evaluation function often is 
so fragmented that the donors do not know 
themselves how much they spend on evalua­
tions. 

3.5 Concluding remarks. 
The review above shows that the Norwegian 
system of organization and evaluation, like 
all others, is unique. The central features at 
present is that it has one centralized system 
of evaluation at Ministry level, which puts a 
heavy emphasis on externally conducted 
studies, makes reports public and tries to 
disseminate results. Parallel to this there is a 
system of reviews at the agency level which 
leads its own life; close to the real problems 
of decision-makers - but with little concern 
for standards, formats, procedures and rules. 
The latter has no 'quality control' and 
makes no effort to spread the reports. 

In conclusion, this review of the inter­
national experience of evaluation portrays 
some of the diversity. The reader who wants 
to penetrate further into the field is advised 
to turn to the works referenced. The main 
point of these few notes are to put the study 

of learning in the Norwegian aid administ­
ration in perspective. The notes point at the 
diversity of institutional reforms that can be 
undertaken. Finally, it is important to note 
how little evidence there is of the effective­
ness of design. Any recommendations that 
come from this study and from others rests 
on the logic of an argument and piecemeal 
evidence, never on a comprehensive evalua­
tion of alternatives. That is of course not a 
reason not to act. "Clear thinking and bold 
action, based as always on inadequate 
evidence, are all we have to see us through 
to whatever the future holds" (McNeill, 
1982). 
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SECTION B 
Learning and evaluation: Empirical 
evidence 

Introduction 

This section presents the findings from the case studies, the questionnaire, 
the content analysis, the interviews and the specific reviews that were 
undertaken as the basis for this evaluation. The section is organized in nine 
chapters that each focus on a separate research question. All information 
from the different studies is presented when these questions are discussed. 
Chapter 1 addresses the logical starting point: why does anyone need 
information? how is the demand formulated and by whom? What type of 
requests arc expressed and which are the fora for expressing demand for 
evaluation and/or learning? Once the demand for knowledge is formulated 
the process of evaluation starts. Chapter 2 describes how different users are 
involved in, for example, formulating terms of reference and taking part in 
reference groups. The chapter discusses categories of users and also 
comments on the role of recipient countries. 

Chapter 3 examines the quality of evaluation reports and reviews. Do they 
serve as useful inputs to decisions, learning and other uses? What are the 
standards; is the information valid and reliable? Chapter 4 raises the 
question whether the information is channeled to decision-makers. Different 
levels of the aid administration may have different needs for information. Is 
that reflected in the distribution and use of reports? What are the major 
obstacles lo a smooth and efficient flow of intelligence in the system? 
Chapter 5 treats the corporate memory. What constitutes the corporate 
memory? How are these systems used, why are they not used more and how 
could they be developed? 

Chapter 6 deals with the capacity to use evaluations by investigating 
obstacles. These are discussed in terms of structure, process and human 
factors. Chapter 7 shows how evaluation results are received at the levels of 
individuals and at the systems level. Are reports accepted, rejected or 
neglected? How common are the different forms of response and what 
patterns are there when they occur? Chapter 8 goes into detail on the extent 
of using evaluation, for purposes of decision as well as for other purposes. 
Chapter 9 concludes with an exposition of different modes of learning and 
suggests how these modes relate to different learning tasks. 
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1. STARTING POINT - THE 
NEED FOR INFORMATION 

The evaluation system in Norwegian aid 
administration is primarily aimed to meet 
particular requirements of the aid administ­
ration: 

Control/accountability 

Decision-making 

Learning 

This means that the evaluation system must 
meet specific information requirements both 
for decision-makers and other users. The 
focus for this type of evaluation is therefore 
quite different from the more general, 
policy-oriented evaluations. Such evalua­
tions will emerge from more theoretical, 
research related requirements and discuss 
evaluation results on the basis of their 
contribution to the general development of 
knowledge and theory in that particular 
field. 

Where decision- and user-orientation is 
involved, the responsibility for defining the 
information needs and the strategy lies to a 
much greater extent with the client. It is 
quite crucial during implementation and 
after for the client to prepare, specify and 
adopt a proprietorial attitude to the ques­
tions. This chapter will describe and analyse 
how information needs arise, are processed 
and formulated as mandates. 

1.1 What types of information needs 
exist? 

In general, highly variable levels of infor­
mation needs form the basis for evaluations 
and project reviews. It is very difficult to 
distinguish clearly between the requirements 
from the various administrative levels. 

Likewise, there is nothing which indicates 
an obvious connection between the indivi­
dual person's need for information and his 
position in the aid administration. 

There are, however, some distinct trends: 

There is general consensus about the 
importance of systematic information 

gathering on the various aid activities. 
This is especially evident in connection 
with planning of project reviews where 
data on activity, efficiency and impacts 
are vital as basis for control and 
decision-making. 

There is also a general and extensive 
need to obtain knowledge of basic 
policy issues, such as national economy, 
socio-cultural conditions, environmental 
problems and specific country 
knowledge. In the survey a large part of 
the managers and professional staff 
underlined this particular need. There is 
however reason to ask whether such 
needs for information can be met 
through the evaluation system - in the 
way this is designed and works today. 

Information needs forming the basis for 
evaluations are often obscure and 
vaguely articulated. People in central 
positions rarely express explicit needs 
for information, and the needs are often 
of a general character. This gives the 
evaluations in particular a weak base in 
the aid administration. The project 
reviews have a much stronger position 
in the administration's requirements. 

In many cases very different and to 
some degree contradictory information 
needs arise. For instance, there may be 
a request for both a broad and 
comprehensive evaluation and at the 
same time a question of phasing out the 
assistance which is raised. In the 
evaluation of the HIRDEP-programme 
such needs were expressed in different 
ways, which caused uncertainty and cast 
doubts on the real purpose of the 
evaluation. This was also the case with 
the country study of Sri Lanka. At the 
bottom was the Ministry's desire for a 
broad country analysis that would form 
the basis for further development 
cooperation. But at the top was the 
immediate need to analyse the 
conditions in the country during a 
difficult political period in order to 
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clarify whether to withdraw the 
assistance. It is not always easy to 
combine such diverse information needs 
in an individual evaluation programme. 

In order to comprehend the actual informa­
tion needs, the existing level and structure of 
knowledge, is an important factor. A hall­
mark is that many people have worked for a 
long time in Norwegian aid administration. 
For example, around 75% of the permanent 
employees at agency level have more than 5 
years' seniority at the agency. In addition, 
some of the people with lower seniority are 
also likely to have experience from other 
parts of aid administration. This means that 
the individual employee has acquired con­
siderable experience and insight. To what 
extent this influences the true information 
needs is difficult to estimate. It may either 
have the effect of reducing the need for 
information, as the individual to a large 
extent is able to draw on his own store of 
knowledge, and perhaps feels that he is in 
command of his own professional field; or it 
may have the effect of making him feel that 
he is permanently in need of up-dating, 
expanding and altering his knowledge, pre­
cisely because of the insight and knowledge 
that he possesses. 

Another significant factor is the question of 
corporate culture. Is the Norwegian aid 
administration open and responsive to 
change, with an internal organization which 
encourages to challenge old wisdom and the 
search for new information? We do not have 
data which directly describe to what extend 
the aid administration is an organisation 
responsive to change, but through survey 
and interviews many people have expressed 
great motivation and the will to learn. 

1.2 How are the information needs 
expressed? 

A large proportion of the project reviews are 
manifestations of regular and contractual 
information needs tied to progress reports, 
immediate results, efficiency, etc of specific 
aid activities. In such cases the connection 
between the project reviews and the relevant 
information needs are uncomplicated and 

mere routine. It is fairly obvious, from the 
objectives, outlines and plans of the project 
what information is needed. The connection 
between the knowledge required for control, 
decision-making and the project reviews is 
therefore relatively simple and direct. The 
reviews have, moreover, as already men­
tioned, a much stronger position at the 
agency level than the evaluations. 

When information needs are linked with 
overall policy issues and the impact of aid, 
the relationship with the evaluation tool is 
much more diffuse and complex. This 
becomes evident in connection with the 
formulation of the Annual evaluation pro­
grammes. Every year the evaluation unit in 
the Ministry circulates a preliminary pro­
posal and invites for reactions and ideas. 
The proposal is circulated to all depart­
ments, both within the Ministry and the 
agency. 

Ideally, this should be a golden opportunity 
to air information needs and more general 
learning requirements connected with 
policy. It would be reasonable to assume 
that thorough discussions within various 
departments and a large number of sugges­
tions would ensue from this process. 

This is not the case. From the interviews it 
became evident that there were few initia­
tives and suggestions in connection with the 
processing of proposals for the annual 
evaluation programme. The issues and the 
proposals aroused interest and debate only 
to a small extent and few ideas were 
presented. According to informations from 
the evaluation unit in the Ministry, about 
ten suggestions came out of this process last 
year. 

There may be various explanations for this. 
In the first place, it is possible that 
information needs are linked with problems 
at the operational level. There is little 
experience and tradition associated with 
formulating general, overall policy strategy 
on the basis of actual project experience. To 
some extent, the uncertainty related to the 
difference between project reviews and 
evaluations also have played a role. 

These are, however, conditions that may be 
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altered through systematic training and 
development of skills in the individual unit. 

In the second place, it is possible that many 
people find little sense in expressing needs 
and problems when it will take two years, 
may be more, before a report appears. 
Several of the employees emphasised this 
strongly. The outcome of this is, however, 
that information needs associated with over­
all policy issues are only passed on or 
channelled to the evaluation system to a 
limited extent. 

Finally, it is important to emphasise that the 
Ministry, in formulating the evaluation pro­
gramme, should not only consider informa­
tion needs communicated from the aid 
administration. For instance, it is possible 
that the programme systematically should 
cover the central principles of Norwegian 
aid, independent of any proposals. 

In that case it will not be the actual 
information needs, but principles laid down 
by a higher political authority which direct 
the formulation of the evaluation pro­
gramme. One such example is the evalua­
tion of socio-cultural relations where 
emphasis and precedence are the con­
sequences of the Parliament's specific treat­
ment of a White Paper on Norwegian aid. 
Likewise it was assumed that the pilot 
arrangement with parallel financing and 
mixed credits to Tanzania should be evalua­
ted. 

1.3 How should the information 
needs be processed? 

In the previous section we indicated how the 
relationship between actual information 
needs at the operational level and project 
reviews appears to function well. Similarly 
we have described how the formulation of 
the evaluation programme induces activities 
and channels demands for knowledge on 
policy questions, only to a small extent. 

When the decision has been reached on 
carrying out either an evaluation or a 
review, considerable work is laid down in 
formulating the mandate. As described in 
chapter 3, this preparatory time takes around 

50% of total evaluation time from initiation 
to completion.For the reviews considerably 
less time is used. 

At this preparatory stage, towards a com­
pletely formulated mandate, the following 
features are prominent: 

Formulation of problems are not based 
sufficiently on existing knowledge, and 
are not sufficiently tied to issues which 
will be focused on in the follow-up. As 
an example, the necessity of the country 
study for Tanzania was questioned, as it 
was pointed out that there was sufficient 
information material already. 

Mandates vary considerably, both in 
size, details and standardizing. On the 
whole, it seems to be a weakness that 
standard formats that ensure the 
inclusion of important aid principles, 
are not used. The mandates - especially 
related to the evaluations - tend to 
become very extensive, too detailed and 
difficult to execute in a realistic manner. 

All this indicates that there is a need for 
greater emphasis and professionalism on 
processing different information needs. This 
applies both to quality and progress of the 
work. 

The time from the first initiative to the start 
of the evaluation work should be reduced 
considerably. Making the work more profes­
sional by emphasis on increased expertise in 
formulating the problems must be carried 
out on a broad basis. Many managers and 
professional staff members at agency level 
and field offices must obtain such expertise 
as all units in the aid administration in 
future must be assumed to take on responsi­
bility to initiate evaluations or reviews. 
Weaknesses in mandate will be reflected in 
how the evaluation is carried out, formula­
tion of the report and not least; in its use 
and follow-up afterwards. 

Such an increase in professionalism will 
also influence the cooperation with the 
team. It may relate to a client with 
well-considered and thoroughly prepared 
questions and with a clear idea about 
information needs, and actual use of the 
evaluation/review. 
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1.4 Conclusion 
Although considerable time and resources 
are used in preparing information needs and 
formulating mandates, it is precisely in this 
phase of the evaluation work that some 
obvious improvements may be made. 

Firstly, in that the processing of information 
needs seeks to clarify how and to what 
extent these needs may be met by various 
evaluations. 

Secondly, in that both the actual information 
needs existing in the different parts of the 
aid administration and the main objectives 
of the aid form the basis in formulating 
mandates. This may imply a stronger stan­
dardization of mandates to ensure that major 
and permanent problems are addressed, 
especially for evaluations and reviews on the 
project, sector - and programme level. 

Thirdly, in that the weak standing of both 
evaluations and the evaluation programme in 
the different departments of the aid 
administration is taken seriously. This may 
entail that routines for formulating evalua­
tion programmes and participation in the 
formulation of mandates must be altered. 

Fourthly, in that necessary measures are 
implemented to strengthen the organisation 
so the responsibility for initiating and for­
mulating mandates may be handled in a 
professional and effective manner. 
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2. PARTICIPATION IN EVA­
LUATION - T H E USER'S 
ROLE 

The user's participation in evaluation raises 
many questions with respect to relevance, 
independence, credibility and influence. 

In policy-oriented evaluations the basic 
value is independence for the team and no 
influence by the users. In decision - and 
user-oriented evaluations, the need for user 
participation at the various stages will be 
much greater. It will therefore be necessary 
with various forms of participation in the 
process. In practical terms this may mean 
user participation in the formulation of 
mandate and evaluation design, participation 
in evaluation teams and report formulation. 
Precisely because the evaluations are to 
meet specific requirements for decision­
making and learning, relatively strong user 
participation will be relevant. 

Reducing the degree of independence in the 
evaluations and strengthening user participa­
tion accordingly, may, however, imply that 

the relevance of the evaluations is 
strengthened. The issues treated are in 
compliance with user's needs. Actual 
situations may be analyzed on the basis 
of experience and insight. This may be 
of great importance for the reception of 
the report and follow-up internally in the 
aid administration. 

the credibility of the evaluations is 
weakened. In that the client and any 
users influence the issues, procedures 
and presentation, the critical distance 
will be reduced. This may mean a direct 
or indirect steering towards specific 
results. The consequence of the aid 
administration having an evaluation 
system largely governed and influenced 
by people and units with implementation 
responsibility, may generally reduce 
confidence in the aid. 

This dilemma have to be solved in practice. 
In each particular case a position must be 
taken and concrete measures for user partici­
pation organized which serve that particular 
information requirement. 

2.1 How does user participation 
work? 

In this connection we will limit the user 
concept to units at different levels of the aid 
administration. A wider understanding of 
the concept would also comprise all other 
target groups for an evaluation: researchers, 
the media, other aid agencies etc. In very 
few cases would it be relevant to include 
such groups in the evaluation process. We 
will therefore concentrate on the user 
groups which are either initiators of the 
evaluation or have responsibility for follow-
up in different ways. The participation by 
the recipients, which is of great interest in 
principle, will be dealt with in the next 
section. 

Previously we have considered user partici­
pation in the formulation of the evaluation 
programme and concluded that it is weak 
and not very active. For the reviews the 
position is different. The need for the 
various project reviews is closely tied to 
relevant issues at the operational level. User 
participation is therefore much stronger and 
active. 

In the case-studies it became evident that 
much time and effort is invested in formu­
lating mandates. It is however difficult to 
find a fixed pattern for user participation. 
Usually the evaluation unit formulates a 
preliminary proposal which is then circula­
ted for comments to relevant units in the 
Ministry and the agency, including field 
offices. The amount of comments vary 
greatly, both in quantity and quality. This is 
probably an indication of how important the 
evaluation is considered. In some cases the 
proposed composition of the evaluation 
team is also circulated for comments. Here 
the reactions will also vary. In a small 
development aid milieu, as in the 
Norwegian one, questions on team mem­
bers' independence, previous association 
with aid projects etc. will often arise. 

30 



Section B, chapter 2. Participation in evaluation-the users role 

We also came across cases where the 
evaluation unit did not circulate mandate for 
comments, but selected a team leader and 
left him to draw up proposals and assemble 
a team. This was the case with the HIR-
DEP-cvaluation. 

At this stage of the evaluation work where a 
relatively high degree of user participation 
from different parts of the aid administration 
is logical, we believe that the routines 
should be standardised and made more 
efficient. The purpose is both to reduce time 
spent in preparatory work and ensure stable 
and reliable user participation. With the 
weak proprietary relations to the evaluations 
this is also a measure that would better 
anchor evaluations in the relevant user 
groups. 

With completely independent teams it will 
in principle be appropriate to have very little 
user participation in the implementation 
phase of the evaluation. For joint teams with 
both internal and external participants the 
situation is somewhat different. Through our 
case-studies we have found that formally 
two different models are chosen for organiz­
ing user participation in the implementation 
phase: 

The team works in close contact with a 
person responsible in the evaluation unit 
who has the overall management 
responsibility on behalf of the client. 
This is not user participation in its real 
sense, but represents a monitoring of 
progress and ensures that the team 
carries out the task in accordance with 
the mandate. In principle, this 
management should not represent any 
interference or attempts to influence 

results 

A reference group is appointed which 
plays a more active role in relation to 
the contents of the evaluation. 

In practice these arrangements appear to 
function very differently. Some team mem­
bers report that the evaluation unit plays a 
major part with emphasis on participation 
and steering. This applied for instance to the 
country study of Tanzania. The role of the 
evaluation unit was described as very reti­

cent and passive by others. This was the 
case for the HIRDEP-evaluation. 

Some team members report, however, rela­
tively strong informal pressure from various 
quarters inside the aid administration and 
from special interest groups outside in 
attempts to influence the evaluation. This 
was the case for the country study for 
Tanzania. In such cases it may be an 
advantage to have a reference group repre­
senting different users' interests where 
viewpoints and steering is communicated 
through formal channels. 

For evaluations and country studies, in all 
the case-studies, and so far as we know, 
there have always been routines for user 
participation towards the end of the evalua­
tion processes. These have included: 

A wide round of comments to the 
team's Draft Report. Sometimes the 
report is circulated to a large number of 
units within the administration, who are 
invited to comment by a certain 
time-limit. How many who actually 
comment and the quality of these 
comments, vary a lot. 

When the comments have been 
collected, a seminar is arranged where 
the team and the different user groups 
meet to go through and assess the Draft 
Report. Such seminars are not a regular 
routine, but relatively common practice. 

In practice this works very differently. The 
amount of comments varies greatly, from a 
few to many. In most cases the comments 
deal with actual mistakes and weaknesses in 
the data. It is, however, a fact that in several 
of our case-studies we have found a 
considerable number of comments disputing 
the conclusions, assessments and recom­
mendations. 

The attendance at seminars vary. This is 
also the case for the amount of activity in 
connection with the seminars. On the whole, 
the seminars are felt to be useful elements 
in the evaluation work, both by user 
representatives and team members. Howe­
ver, the same situation as for the comments 
applies also here. The debate does not 
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always concentrate on actual conditions, but 
also touches on recommendations and 
assessments. In connection with carrying out 
the commentary round and seminar related 
to the country study of Tanzania, the team 
remarked that they were completely depen­
dent on their own professional integrity and 
strength in order to ensure the study's 
independent character. A weaker team 
would have succumbed to pressure on 
several points. 

In one case, in the HIRDEP evaluation, the 
team deliberately planned a strategy with 
considerable user and recipient side partici­
pation throughout by arranging several 
seminars and workshops with broad atten­
dance. The interesting principle here is that 
user participation was arranged by the team 
and not by the client. We believe that such 
an approach would be worth trying out more 
extensively. 

When the comments and the results of the 
seminar discussions are processed, the Final 
Report is drawn up without further user 
participation. 

2.2 How does the recipient side 
participate? 

As far as we have registered no guidelines 
exist for participation from the recipient side 
in evaluations and reviews. In practice, 
however, the following features have been 
prominent: 

The country studies have been regarded 
as a unilateral Norwegian concern. 
Participation by recipient countries has 
not been organized at any stage of the 
evaluation process 

In some cases the mandate and Draft 
Report have been sent to the recipient 
side for comments. Likewise, the 
recipient has on the whole been invited 
to the seminar that discusses the Draft 
Report 

In putting together teams, consultants 
and researchers from the recipient side 
have in many cases been included in the 
team. 

All the case-studies indicate that the reci­
pient side plays a small part in the 
evaluation work. This applies both in decid­
ing which evaluations should be carried out, 
formulation of mandate and the ability to 
influence the process on the way. The 
recipient is, however, expected to be at the 
disposal of the team with information and 
viewpoints. 

According to our assessment it is quite 
obvious that a frame of reference to enable 
real participation by recipient representa­
tives in the evaluation work is lacking. In 
this field there is a need for improvements. 
This is also the opinion of the majority of 
those who answered the survey. On the 
question of what characterizes a good 
evaluation report, recipient participation in 
the evaluation work was given high pre­
cedence. 

2.3 Conclusion 
There is clearly a need to contemplate and 
systematize the various forms of user 
participation to a greater extent than has 
been the case so far. In particular, it is 
necessary to develop unambiguous attitudes 
both in principle and in practice to the role 
the recipient representatives are to play in 
the evaluation work - both in evaluations 
and reviews. 

There is also a need to discuss improve­
ments connected with standardization of 
mandate and use of reference groups. 

Both user and recipient participation must 
be considered from the values of the 
evaluations tied to relevance, independence, 
credibility and influence. Reviews and eva­
luations with a strong emphasis on user- and 
decision-orientation can never be com­
pletely unbiased. The goal is to decide the 
degree and the form of influence so evalua­
tion work retains its integrity and does not 
just become a part of the normal administra­
tive work, but has a semblance of distance 
and independence. 
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3. THE QUALITY OF INFOR­
MATION 

The assessment of information quality is 
based upon an analysis of the contents of 13 
project reviews and 4 evaluation reports; and 
the more in-depth study of 7 evaluation 
reports (case studies). The question of 
quality was also discussed in the survey and 
final interviews with professional staff and 
managers in the aid administration. 

What is quality of an evaluation report? It is 
said that "beauty is in the eye of the 
beholder" and so is quality. People appre­
ciate different things in evaluation reports. 
Some put a high value on instrumental 
usefulness, others look for novelty and 
excitement. Quality of a report might be 
coverage, treatment of objectives, etc. In one 
way, quality relates first and foremost to the 
objective of the study and the scope of the 
terms of reference. A study made in two 
weeks according to a limited set of ques­
tions may be of extremely high quality, but 
one made over three years with fifteen times 
as many resources might be of low quality. 
But the latter may still have formal aspects 
that make it appear of higher quality. With 
these reservations in mind, this chapter uses 
the following four criteria as operational 
guides to quality: 

1. Contains reliable/valid information 

2. Is problem- and decision-oriented 

3. Is produced at a reasonable cost 

4. Is delivered on time 

3.1 Reliability and validity of 
information 

Evaluations 

Of several alternatives listed in the survey 
questionnaire, reliability and validity of 
information was ranked as the most impor­
tant quality of evaluation reports. The 
contents analysis and case studies confirm 
that the evaluations mostly are valid and 
reliable. Sometimes the data is less reliable, 
for example in the evaluations of Import 
Support and Mixed Credits where some 

statistics suffered from low response rates 
and unreliable inputs (and even of question­
able validity). 

The high standard of information is not 
surprising, since the typical evaluation 
report is based on 1-2 man-year of research/ 
analysis, usually divided between 3-8 in­
dividual members of an evaluation team. 
Most evaluations teams are interdisciplin­
ary, which would diminish the problem of 
professional biases. There is an increasing 
tendency to involve social scientists and 
economists, and in most cases evaluation 
specialists are included in the teams, which 
is thought to improve the overall quality of 
the reports. All case studies were done by 
independent and well qualified evaluation 
teams of personnel outside the aid administ­
ration, which would reduce the problem of 
institutional biases. In all cases, a number of 
different methods have been used in data 
collection and analysis of data, which would 
contribute to improved validity and reliabi­
lity of information. 

The use of interdisciplinary teams instead of 
teams with the same professional back­
ground is thought to broaden the perspective 
of the analysis, reduce professional biases, 
and provide insight which is valuable in a 
long-term perspective. The evaluation of 
IDM illustrates the point. All team members 
had a strong background in management/ 
school administration. The report was 
strongly geared towards a detailed analysis 
of the immediate management problems of 
the institution, while more overall questions 
such as the institute's role in a national 
context and a long term perspective got less 
attention. Because of its controversial 
nature, the report was neglected by local 
decision makers at the recipient side. 
Because of the detailed approach it was less 
relevant for the donor's decisions. 

Project reviews 

The quality of the typical project review is 
less outstanding , since the resources used 
on the average project review is substan-
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Figure B3.1 

The use of information sources in 
reviews. Percentage of reports where 
sources of information have been utilized. 

project 
several 

tially less than on evaluations. The review 
team consists of fewer people, the budget is 
considerably less, field work is shorter and 
the report is less comprehensive. Some of 
the project reviews, however, have a profes­
sional standard comparable with that of 
evaluation reports. 

A good indicator of validity and reliability 
of information is the extent to which several 
sources of information or methods of data 
collection have been used. Figure B.3.1 
indicates that 75% of the reports are based 
on the use of only 1-4 sources of informa­
tion. These are usually discussions with 
project staff, NORAD staff, direct observa­
tion, and interviews with target groups. 
More formal and quantitative methods like 
surveys and systematic observation are used 
very scarcely, and only 25% of the study 
teams have used a broader array of informa­
tion sources. In 2/3 of the cases target 
groups were addressed adequately, which 
would tend to improve validity of informa­
tion. In those cases, however, where inter­
views with key informants is the main 
source of information, the reliability is 
difficult to assert. 

A second important indicator is the qualifi­
cations and composition of the review team. 
In the cases included in this study, 25% of 
the participants were from the recipient 
countries. This is not more or less than 
could be expected but of high significance 
for the question of validity and reliability of 
information. 85% of the team members were 
external staff, which is surprisingly high, 

comparable with evaluations (97%). 
It is contrary to present policy (to 
prefer internal staff for external 
consultants in project reviews) if 
only 15% of the participants are 
internal NORAD staff. Only 10% 
of the participants were women 
which is surprisingly low; less than 
half of what is typical in an 
evaluation team. (Figure B.3.2). 

The most significant difference bet­
ween the typical review team and 
the typical evaluation team is that 
the evaluation team in addition to 
sectoral experts also often include 
one or several evaluation experts 

with a generalist background and develop­
ment-oriented perspective. This willprob-
ably reduce bias (as discussed above), and 
give better quality information. 

3.2 Is the information decision/ 
problem-oriented 
This aspect of quality was addressed by 
analyzing to what extent a sample of 
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country 
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Figure B.3.2 

Composition of review and evaluation 
teams, percentage. (Participants from 
recipient vs. donor countries; internal 
staff vs. external personnel; women 
vs. men) 
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reviews and evaluation reports were able to 
focus on concepts deemed important for 
decision-making. These concepts were of 
three groups, firstly the Log Frame design 
elements used to describe a development 
activity, i.e. the: 

1. Inputs 

2. Outputs 

3. Goal 

4. Purpose 

The idea is that if a report focuses mainly 
on the two firsts concepts, then it is 
basically concerned with the question of aid 
delivery. If it focuses on the two latter 
concepts, then it is more concerned with 
impact and policy issues. 

The second set of concepts is the Log-Frame 
decision elements, i.e.: 

Again, the two first concepts relate mainly 
to the question of aid delivery, while the 
three latter concepts deal with impact and 
policy questions. 

Also a third set of criteria were included, 
the cross-cutting issues which are given 
priority by many donor agencies today in 
the so-called "Integrated Approach". Thus, 
an assessment was also made of to what 
extent the reports focused on: 

1. Environmental questions 

2. Socio-cultural issues 

3. Gender issues 

4. Institutional development 

5. Technology assessment 

6. Financial and economic issues. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
5. 

Efficiency 

Effectiveness 

Impact 
Relevance 

Sustainability 

Very 
comprehensively 

Adequatly 

Inadequatly 

Figure B3.3 
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The findings are presented in figure B.3.3. 
The overall picture of whether these issues 
have been focused indicate that 38% of the 
project reviews provide an adequate 
coverage of these questions, which is sur­
prisingly high taken into account that the 
mandates for these studies are very differen­
tiated and only occasionally specify several 

of the elements men­
tioned above. The 
situation is consider­
ably improved with 
evaluation reports, 
and 2/3 of the 
reports adequately 
discuss these major 
issues. Still it should 
be noticed that one 
third of the evalua­
tion reports and two 
third of the reviews 
address these major 
issues inadequately. 

When taking a closer 
look at what type of 
information is con­
tained in the reports, 
it is again useful to 
distinguish between 
aid delivery, impact 
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The focus of project reviews and evalua­
tion reports 

of aid and policy issues. Figure B.3.4 gives 
an impression of the situation. Project 
reviews, which have traditionally been seen 
as instruments to measure aid delivery are 
surprisingly strong in their assessment of 
impact of aid, while discussions related to 
policy implication is limited. Project/pro­
gramme evaluations which are traditionally 
seen as instruments for analyzing impact 
and policy related questions are surprisingly 
strong on more detailed questions related to 
aid delivery, and relatively weak on ques­
tions related to policy. Sectoral and 
thematic evaluations, which are more 
policy oriented, are not part of this 
picture. 

recommends a standardized mandate for 
project/programme evaluation which 
focuses on the decision-elements and the 
cross-cutting issues mentioned above. 

Both evaluations and project reviews are 
meant to serve the needs for control, 
decision-making and learning in the aid 
administration. As suggested in figure 
B.3.5, the contents analysis indicates that 
project reviews would best serve the pur­
pose of control, but be less useful as a basis 
for management decisions since their focus 
is primarily on aid delivery. Many of the 
reports contained wide reaching recommen­
dations for partner institutions in recipient 
countries, and relatively limited recommen­
dations for the donor. One would have 
expected the opposite result since donor 
agencies would mainly be concerned with 
management decisions, while the control 
function should be handled by others, for 
instance the field office and institutions in 
the partner country. 

Evaluation reports seem to serve the com­
bined purpose of control and management 
decisions better than lesson-learning. This is 
also rather contrary to what would be 
expected since one would expect that the 

The situation is reflected in many of 
the mandates for evaluations. There 
has been a tendency to request an 
analysis at a very detailed level at the 
expense of the broader, more policy-
oriented issues. Thus, many of the 
evaluations had more the character of 
a combined project review and eva­
luation and therefore became more 
expensive and time consuming than 
necessary. 

This problem, which has been seen in 
many aid agencies, is addressed by 
the evaluation unit in a new evalua­
tion hand-book based on the com­
bined Log Frame Approach and the 
Integrated Approach. The book 
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mainconcern at the ministry level should be 
to draw lessons which can be used as a basis 
for policy decisions. 

3.3 The cost of information 
The cost of individual evaluation reports 
differ largely with the size of the team, the 
length of field work, type of evaluation, 
scope of the mandate, etc. In the 7 case 
studies, the price ranged from 0.25 - 2.5 
million NOK. During the last 5 years, 41 
evaluations have been undertaken at an 
average cost of 1 million NOK. There is no 
way to establish whether the information has 
been produced at a reasonable cost. But on 
the basis of what has been said above, we 
have reason to believe that the output could 
be improved in the future with mandates 
which are less preoccupied with the detailed 
(operational) level and more with overall 
impact of aid activities and policy issues. 

We have no means to establish the total cost 
of the annual production of project reviews 
in the aid administration, since this is 
handled independently by different depart­
ments under separate budgets. Assuming an 
average cost 1/3 that of evaluations and an 
annual production of 40-50 reviews, the 
total cost would be around 15 millions 
NOK. This corresponds to an annual expen­
diture on combined evaluation activities of 
25 million NOK, or 0.6% of the total 
disbursement of bilateral aid in the 
Norwegian aid administration. Thus the 
present cost level is reasonable compared 
with many other aid agencies. Countries like 
Sweden and Holland is closer to the 1% 
mark, which in the case of Norway would 
represent an annual budget of some 40 
million NOK. 

The cost of an evaluation report is no 
reliable indicator for its usefulness as a 
vehicle for learning. The socio-cultural eva­
luation is a case in question. The evaluation 
was done in two distinct phases resulting in 
two different evaluation reports. The first 
phase was quick and in-expensive. The 
report offered an overview of main concepts 
and issues as well as a few firm recommen­
dations on how the aid administration should 

go about to sensitize socio-cultural issues. It 
was received favourably by the majority of 
staff. The second phase, which extended 
over 4-5 years at a cost ten times that of 
phase 1, offered a more detailed discussion 
of the same issues, which was largely 
ignored by the staff. Subsequent analysis 
suggest that the average staff member did 
not have basic knowledge of socio-cultural 
issues to digest the more elaborate report 
and that other initiatives should have fol­
lowed after the first report was produced, 
instead of an in-depth evaluation. 

3.4 Is information produced on time 
One of the main priorities of staff members 
as revealed in our survey, is that informa­
tion should be decision-oriented, which 
means that it should be relevant to decisions 
and available when needed. 

In this respect there is a large difference 
between evaluations and project reviews. 
Evaluations are undertaken at different 
stages in the life of aid activities. They can 
be initiated: 

1. As a pre-programmed activity specified 
in the initial agreement, for instance to 
be undertaken every third year 

2. Because there is a particular need to 
evaluate (for instance implementation 
problems, a particularly successful 
approach, a particularly expensive 
programme, etc.) 

3. As ex-post evaluations (after aid 
activities have been terminated in order 
to determine long term effects). 

Most evaluations undertaken in the 
Norwegian aid administration is of the 
second category, since very few are pre­
programmed or ex-post. They are initiated 
either to serve the Ministry's need to 
exercise control or draw lessons; or to serve 
the agency's need for management deci­
sions. Some evaluations are therefore initia­
ted as the result of consultations with 
agency departments after the Ministry's 
evaluation programme has been presented. 
In these cases, the need to synchronize 
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evaluations with forthcoming decisions is 
larger than is the case with sector evalua­
tions and thematic evaluations designed by 
the Ministry to extract broader lessons. 

The evaluation process has proved to be 
very time consuming. The 7 case studies 
included in this evaluation suggests that the 
average evaluation would take about 2 years 
from the first initiative to the report is 
published. One case (socio-cultural issues) 
extended over a period of 6 years. Figure 
B.3.6 shows a more detailed record of how 
time is spent. 

The evaluation-work itself, from the con­
tract has been signed until the draft report is 
presented, takes about 25% of the time, or 6 
months on average, with a variation from 3 
months to 11 months. This includes pre-
studies, field work and report production. 
The same amount of time is used on 
average to follow-up the draft report until it 
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Production time of 7 evaluations (years) 

is published. This includes to distribute the 
report, collect comments, draw official con­
clusions and recommendations, edit the final 
version and print the report. 

The most time consuming part by far proves 
to be the preparatory phase which on 
average takes more than 50% of the total 
time. This includes producing the first draft 
mandate, negotiating the mandate with 
affected parties in the aid administration and 
the recipient government, identifying eva­
luation team and negotiating the contract. 
The time spent preparing for evaluations 
ranged from 5 months to more than 2 years, 
averaging 14 months. 

The extensive production time for evalua­
tions is much more than would be tolerated 
for evaluations that feed into management 
cycles. The problem would be less serious 
with policy-oriented evaluations. Some of 
the reasons for the extensive time schedules 

clearly are out of 
reach of those invol­
ved. For instance, in 
the socio-cultural 
evaluation, phase 2, 
the contract had to be 
re-negotiated because 
of illness. But in 
general one would 
assume that both the 
preparation phase and 
the follow-up phase 
could be reduced 
considerably, for in­
stance by improving 
and standardizing 
management pro­
cedures. Much time 
is spent negotiating 
the mandate with all 
parties involved. 
Considerable im­
provements could be 
made by using stan­
dardized mandates 
for project and pro­
gramme level evalua­
tions, which could 
serve the dual pur­
pose of focusing the 
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evaluation on issues relevant for decision-
and policy-making and away from the more 
detailed questions relating to aid delivery. 
Presumably, project and programme level 
evaluations could be produced within 6 
months in most cases. 

Project reviews, which are generally less 
comprehensive than evaluations, are more 
closely phased in with management deci­
sions and have a much shorter production 
period. Our data suggest a time-span of 1-4 
months per project review, and an average 
of 2,5 months. The mandate can usually be 
established within the agency between the 
regional and sectoral divisions and the field 
office. The mandate is usually tailor-made to 
respond to specific management needs. The 
report will feed back to the users of the 
information directly, and the reports are 
internal, they will not be published. 

3.5 Conclusions 
In summing up, the evaluations by and large 
contain high quality information which pro­
vides a solid basis for the needs of the aid 
administration to exert control and ensure 
accountability. The extensive use of in­
dependent expertise, both in evaluations and 
reviews underscores this situation, and also 
the use of differentiated methods and infor­
mation sources used by evaluation teams. 

In project reviews the situation is less 
favourable. In some cases the limited use of 
systematic methods and information sources 
would represent a major threat to the 
reliability of reports and there is substantial 
scope for improvement. 

But is the information useful? Much of the 
information, both in evaluations and project 
reviews, is related to aid delivery. The more 
comprehensive project reviews also discuss 
issues related to the impact of aid activities, 
while evaluations are preoccupied to a large 
extent with impact and to some extent also 
policy issues. Some project reviews would 
therefore serve the purpose of evaluations 
for all intents and purposes, while several of 
the evaluation reports divert their attention 
from policy issues towards questions of aid 
delivery. 

In terms of cost of information the total 
evaluation system is considerably less 
expensive than in many other donor agen­
cies, and an increase of 60-70% on the total 
costs would be within reasonable limits. On 
the basis of what has been said above, much 
could be done to improve cost effectiveness 
of the evaluation system simply by making 
those evaluations which are intended for 
policy decisions more policy oriented; those 
intended for management decisions more 
focused on impact evaluation; and both 
types of report less focused on questions 
re ated to aid delivery by strengthening 
monitoring systems and reporting pro­
cedures both at the donor and the recipient 
side. 

Both evaluations and project reviews are 
almost exclusively carried out by external 
staff. With the high turn-over in the aid 
administration, much of the professional 
competence in various areas is maintained 
in external institutions. Much could be 
gained in terms of improved learning if 
internal staff were more directly involved in 
carrying out evaluation activities in coop­
eration with external consultants, resear­
chers and other specialists. 

The phasing of information production with 
the needs for information of different parts 
of the aid administration is another major 
question. The production of evaluation 
reports is unnecessarily time consuming. 
This is a problem primarily in those cases 
where evaluations should feed into existing 
management cycles. In general there seem 
to be considerable scope for improvement 
by refining internal procedures for planning 
and follow-up in connection with evalua­
tions. A second major concern would be to 
clarify the linkage between the evaluation 
systems in the Ministry and at the agency 
level in order to avoid overlapping and 
improve the phasing with existing manage­
ment cycles. 
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4. CHANNELLING INFORMA­
TION TO DECISION-MAKERS 

Evaluations are used for different types of 
decisions at different levels in the aid 
administration. Project/programme level 
evaluations may be used to decide whether 
or not to continue a project/programme, to 
decide its share of a country programme, or 
as a background for more management 
oriented decisions regarding the direction of 
the activities, choice of technology, etc. 
Country level evaluations have been used as 
a background for country programming and 
when new projects have been designed. 
Thematic evaluations may feed into deci­
sions at all levels from the Parliament to the 
field office in establishing policy and guide­
lines for development aid and aid activities. 
These are just a few examples. 

The amount of information generated in 
connection with Norwegian financed deve­
lopment activities is substantial. Both eva­
luation reports and project reviews are 
instruments designed to extract or aggregate 
information for the use of decision- and 
policy-makers. Project reviews generate in­
telligence from a number of more detailed 
progress reports, minutes from meetings, 
special studies, etc. The use of independent 
review teams and field missions adds an 
element of verification and analysis. The 
result is a condensed form of information 
directed towards the decision-makers. Eva­
luation reports serve the same function, but 
are aimed at a higher level in the administ­
ration and usually encompass a broader 
period of time or a wider range of develop­
ment activities than the reviews. 

Each year, some 6-9 evaluation reports arc 
produced and 40-50 project reviews. These 
are bulky reports and represent a large 
amount of information which is not easily 
digestible. In order to become useful, the 
different reports are distributed to relevant 
departments and individuals in the organisa­
tion. Information must be further condensed 
for the higher layers of the organisation. The 
ideal situation would be a building block 
system where information were extracted 
and condensed step by step in correspon­
dence with information needs at each level 

on its way upwards in the organisation. The 
compromise must be cost-effective, ensure a 
substantial reduction of information in each 
step but retain the most substantial parts 
important for decision-making. The present 
study is limited to the effects of evaluations 
and project reviews which is only one part 
of the complex as illustrated in figure A.1.2. 
They are feedback mechanisms from deve­
lopment activities to the aid organisation. In 
the present study, there is therefore many 
important aspects of learning that has only 
been touched very briefly. The team has 
been specifically instructed not to go into 
the organisational aspects of learning. 

4.1 Evaluations 
An evaluation report will usually interest 
only part of the administration. As we have 
seen in chapter B.l, different departments or 
"stake holders" are consulted both when 
the annual evaluation programme is decided 
and the evaluation mandate established. 
Eventually, the draft report is distributed to 
the same stake holders for comments, then 
finalised by the team. Before it is published, 
the evaluation unit prepares a cover-note 
with a summary specifying the Ministry's 
conclusions and suggested actions; which 
will then be discussed and sanctioned at a 
high level in the Ministry. The agency is 
then informed about the conclusions and 
may receive instructions for action. The 
results of evaluation activities are also 
presented to the Parliament in a very brief 
summary each year. 

It is common to speak of "channels" for 
information. It is an image thatsuggests 
some efficiency in handling information. 
But where are the channels? The person 
looking for channels will not find any 
tabular objects of steel winding their way 
round the buildings, with evaluation reports 
speeding between departments. On the con­
trary, channels are insubstantial, but could 
be defined as the procedures for distributing 
evaluation and review reports - such as 
those outlined above. 
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The work "channels" suggests a mechanis­
tic way of thinking about the use and spread 
of intelligence, which corresponds little to 
reality. The rules and procedures that are 
outlined above and detailed in chapter B.2 
are followed, and by all evidence they do 
channel information to the appropriate levels 
- but often too late (but that is not because 
the channels are deficient). There is noting 
in our case studies to suggest that the 
channels themselves are not as good as 
could be expected. We have not found any 
piece of information passively waiting to be 
channelled to the right level in time for a 
decision. 

On the other hand, not all information is 
used and not all reports contain useful 
information, but that is another problem. 
But, given the rules and procedures, it may 
be possible to disseminate information in 
various ways. The rules and procedures are 
followed rather uniformly, with little varia­
tion. The principal faults of the system arc: 
(1) that it spreads information to more 
people than are really concerned with the 
problem at hand, and (2) it does not 
follow-up enough to make sure that more 
general information is absorbed. The pro­
blem needs to be addressed in terms of 
public relations and of tailor-making the 
intelligence. 

Which problem is most serious? There are 
costs associated with sending out reports, 
and above all costs when people take part of 
information they do not need. But who can 
tell with precision what is needed before­
hand? Some degree of overlapping may be 
necessary in an information processing sys­
tem. In fact, systems that are dependent on 
intelligence make sure that they have 
several overlapping sources of information. 
The cost of having too much information is 
small compared to the risk of missing an 
essential signal. Information is important to 
the aid administration, and the cost of 
overlapping or redundant signals is low 
compared to the risk of not being informed 
at all. 

In the case of project and programme level 
evaluations many of the recommendations 
are at a surprisingly detailed level. The few 
such evaluation reports produced annually 

are directly relevant to a very limited 
audience. They are available in full, with a 
condensed summary included and the 
Ministry's cover-note intended for top 
managers. In terms of making use of 
evaluation results, channelling of informa­
tion is not the critical part, but rather the 
content itself and the timing in relation to 
management cycles. 

The broader thematic and sectoral evalua­
tions are usually of less direct relevance to 
its much broader and more undefined 
audience. The conclusions and recommen­
dations offered will be more general and 
less relevant for specific decisions, and the 
chance that these reports are digested and 
assimilated is less likely. 

The channels for these evaluations are less 
obvious; transfer of information requires an 
initiative from the recipient. 

The survey of practices in the aid administ­
ration indicates that these reports are not 
easily read by most people. The majority of 
staff took part of only two reports last year, 
which are likely to be reports of the first 
category, directly relevant to their field of 
work. The survey shows no difference 
between the field office level, the sectoral 
and the regional parts of the agency, and the 
Ministry. These reports are usually available 
only in their full, bulky version, which may 
be one explanation for the limited response. 
It could very well be that this type of 
evaluations should rather be presented in a 
condensed, popularised mini-version in 
order to reach a broad audience. Again, the 
question of how relevant the evaluations are 
should be highlighted. 

4.2 Project reviews 
Project reviews also have a limited, well 
defined and well motivated audience at the 
agency and field office level, and there is no 
difficulty in channelling information to the 
right place in the organisation. The number 
of project reviews directly relevant to each 
of the five departments in the sectoral 
division is limited. The number is consider­
ably larger in the two regional divisions, but 
is reduced when the reports are divided by 
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country or area. At the higher level of 
management there is a definite need to 
extract information of relevance for deci­
sion-making. This is done through a system 
of cover-notes. Review reports are also 
occasionally discussed in the Advisory 
Forum, meeting once a week and consisting 
of the two regional directors and their 
deputies, the chief of division for the 
country concerned and the officer respon­
sible for the project at head quarters 
(sectoral division), and the sectoral division 
involved, and the resident representative in 
the recipient country concerned. Decisions 
and follow-up are by and large confined to 
the regional department concerned. 

At the agency level the problem is not the 
channelling of information. The survey 
confirms that most individuals read only 
two review reports or less each year, which 
we assume again would be those directly 
relevant for their field of work. The system 
probably serves the needs of staff in their 
roles as managers and decision makers, but 
offers no opportunities for systematic 
exchange of information across the boarders 
in their roles as learners. As is the case with 
evaluations, project reviews would probably 
have to be presented in an aggregate form, 
maybe as summary of findings from several 
project reviews in order to be useful as 
learning material to a wider audience. 

At the ministry level, project reviews are of 
little direct significance. Reporting is con­
centrated on tertiary reports and budgeting 
information. The main area of intersection 
between the agency and the Ministry is the 
annual country programme negotiations 
which are initiated by an input from the 
field offices. In these input reports, relevant 
information from project reviews is used 
and references to project reviews may be 
included. This is explained to sufficiently 
satisfy the Ministry's need for information. 

Also the project reviews will feed in as 
background information for evaluation 
teams, which is then aggregated and presen­
ted upwards in the Ministry and downwards 
to the agency as described above. 

43 Improving the channelling of 
information 

Thus there are two almost entirely separate 
spheres of evaluation activities in the aid 
administration with fairly limited inter­
action. The third sphere is the multilateral 
system. Few documents produced in the 
bilateral part of the aid administration are 
seen as directly relevant for the multilateral 
department, except for those evaluations 
produced by theevaluation unit which 
directly relates to the multilateral system. 
Only 7 such reports were produced in the 
period 1981-89. 

At the multilateral side, a number of 
evaluation reports are received from multi­
lateral organisations, particularly in connec­
tion with multi-bilateral assistance. Some of 
these may involve team members appointed 
by the Ministry. The reports are made 
available to the relevant departments in the 
bilateral part of the administration in the 
case of multi-bilateral aid activities. 

The potential for improvements of the 
present system is probably more related to 
the way information is aggregated; and the 
timing of information; than to the channel­
ling of information. The last few years, the 
agency has started to introduce tools for 
objectives- oriented management (the Log-
frame approach) which could be used as the 
basis in a modular monitoring and evalua­
tion system, where information can be 
extracted and aggregated more easily in 
accordance with information needs at appro­
priate decision levels in the organisation. 
Work has been initiated to design and 
introduce a system for quality management 
in the organisation, and a large proportion 
of staff have been trained in using the 
Log-frame approach. The foundations for a 
modular reporting system is therefore 
established. 

A main concern, however, should be to 
simplify the amount of information channel­
led through the system. At present, there is 
no unified format for reporting, or well 
defined categories of what types of informa­
tion to be extracted, and the task to draw 
lessons and isolate substance of relevance 
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for decision making on the basis of the very 
differentiated reports generated today is 
insurmountable. It should be noted the 
Evaluation Unit is currently finalizing an 
evaluation handbook which presents a solu­
tion to this problem, based on the combined 
Log-frame approach and the so-called In­
tegrated approach discussed in chapter B.3, 
above. Also, the forthcoming quality 
management system will probably address 
the problem. 

Timing of information is a second problem 
which primarily concern evaluations. As was 
seen in chapter B.3, the production of 
evaluation reports takes time, often as much 
as two years or more from the first initiative 
until the report is published. Since evalua­
tion reports often address operational ques­
tions, timing is vital for their use in 
decisions. The survey indicated that evalua­
tion reports are of little relevance to opera­
tional decisions; which is to some extent 
attributed to the problem of timing. This was 
also confirmed in the interviews with mana­
gers. It was reported that in many cases 
management has to make major decisions 
long before an evaluation report is presen­
ted. This may redefine the situation in total 
and consequently the evaluation report may 
be less relevant and useful when it even­
tually is made available. 

The production period for project reviews is 
substantially less than for evaluations, typi­
cally 1-4 months. Since they arc initiated by 
the users, they are usually synchronized with 
major decisions. Phasing is therefore less of 
a problem than with evaluations. 

ments on what type of information should 
be passed through the system, and what 
formats should be used for reporting. We 
would assume that in order to make 
evaluations a useful tool for management 
and decision making at the agency level, the 
response time will have to be reduced from 
2 years to 6 months in the typical case. In 
order to make information useful for learn­
ing purposes, lessons from evaluation 
reports and project reviews would have to 
be presented in a more condensed and 
digestible form than the full reports distribu­
ted today. 

4.4 Conclusions 
In conclusion, the question of whether the 
right type of information is channelled to the 
right level in the organisation is more a 
question of what type of information is 
generated in the first place, and whether this 
information can easily be aggregated and 
condensed for decision-makers. The problem 
is less a question of improving the channels 
and more a question of establishing a simple 
an effective system for monitoring, evalua­
tion and reporting with well defined rcquire-
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5. SYSTEMS OF CORPORATE 
M E M O R Y 

In an organisation with considerable turno­
ver in its staff, especially in the internal 
organisation, the value of efficient methods 
for storing, accumulating and making acces­
sible evaluation material becomes increas­
ingly important. Even though the individual 
to a large extent accumulates and takes 
away his private store of knowledge and 
"professional memory", arrangements have 
to be made which ensures continuity in the 
establishment of learning from experience. 

Through a separate background study we 
have analyzed more closely three separate 
systems for ensuring an efficient corporate 
memory in Norwegian aid administration: 

Archives, both at the Ministry, the 
agency and the field offices 

- IDOK, NORAD's information and 
documentation centre 

Training activity, in particular the 
School of Development Cooperation. 

We have also considered the connection 
between them and to some extent assessed 
and tested accessibility. 

5.1 How are the systems structured? 
The archives have a duty to store all 
documents produced which are part of the 
processing work. This duty also includes all 
documents that enter as part of the process­
ing procedure or as documentation. By 
documents are meant notes, letters, reports, 
contracts, agreements etc., as well as telexes, 
telefaxes and internal notes. 

The archives contain both documents which 
are accessible to the public and material 
exempt from public view, including classi­
fied material. Only the employees have 
physical access to the files. Others, eg 
researchers and consultants have to sign a 
special declaration of confidentiality. 

The Ministry's archives and the agency's 
archives are separate systems and do not 
keep material for each other beyond what 

leaves or enters as part of the processing 
procedure. This means that all material 
concerning reviews is found in the agency, 
while material on the evaluations is found in 
the Ministry. The agency and its field 
offices have the same filing system, but it is 
uncertain if the material in the field offices 
concerning reviews is available in full in 
Oslo. 

The individual administrative worker is 
responsible for all documents from the 
processing procedure being sent to the 
archives. 

The archives at the agency level are 
organized according to a classification sys­
tem which presupposes that you know 
which report or project you are searching 
for. The file key and the organisation of the 
files allow little opportunity to search for 
material based on theme or sector. In the 
agency's files alone, some 30.000 new 
documents are registered every year. 

IDOK is a separate section at the Informa­
tion Unit in NORAD. IDOK lends books, 
distributes pamphlets, brochures and reports 
and organizes exhibitions. IDOK may 
gather information from different sources 
and provide surveys over relevant informa­
tion material by way of databases and 
connections with other libraries, research 
institutions, aid agencies etc. 

IDOK's collection of reports contains pub­
licly accessible documents such as: 

Strategy documents, ie sector- and 
country strategies, country programmes, 
plans of action and Agreed Minutes 
from country programme negotiations 

Evaluation documents, ie appraisals, 
large project reviews and evaluations. 

In June 1992 the report collection contained 
601 titles of which 366 were evaluation 
reports and reviews. 

The responsibility to hand over report 
material rests with the regional divisions 
and the technical divisions. IDOK's assess-
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ment is that the report collection was more 
or less complete from 1991 onwards. 

The reports are registered in IDOK's biblio­
graphical database. This database also con­
tains evaluation reports from other aid 
agencies, articles from periodicals and 
books. Reports from the World Bank are not 
publicly accessible and are not registered. 

The reports are registered on theme words 
and also on NORAD's country/sector/pro­
ject code where this is appropriate. This 
means that one may search under "water 
supply" and find all relevant material 
without knowing the different project num­
bers. 

Search in the database must take place in 
IDOK. So far it is not possible to enter the 
database from terminals in different offices. 

The School of Development Cooperation 
was established in 1991 and started its own 
activity in 1992. It aims at providing skills 
for employees in the Ministry, the agency 
and the field offices as well as for contract 
personnel such as experts and volunteers. 

The school is meant to provide an under­
standing of: 

The setting of priorities and objectives 
of Norwegian aid administration 

Information on the partner countries 

Cross-cultural communication 

Tools and methods for analysis and 
appraisal 

Management procedures 

Some of the teaching modules are obliga­
tory for all co-workers in the aid adminst-
ration, while others are intended for special 
target groups. 

It is stressed that the school also should 
provide the participants with insight in new 
expertise, practice at problem-solving and 
learning of the experience of others. In the 
plan for the course, reviews and evaluations 
are to some extent used as documentation of 
actual experiences and as themes for discus­
sions. In addition, the team members are 
often engaged as lecturers. 

5.2 How do the systems work? 
In as much as the archives contain all 
relevant material of a case or a project and 
the individual staff member has learnt how 
to use them, this may provide historical 
information and describe the continuity in a 
project. Knowledge is, however, not accu­
mulated and there are, for example, few 
possibilities for making comparisons or 
study sector experiences. The archives are 
therefore principally a tool in the on-going 
processing work and therefore a tool also 
for control and decision-making. As a basis 
for learning it has more limited application. 
It is therefore a necessary, but not sufficient 
aid in securing an adequate Corporate 
Memory. 

In our survey among employees in the aid 
administration, 42% answered that the 
archives are an important source of new 
knowledge. 19% thought they were of 
average importance and 39% thought that 
they were not important at all. On a ranking 
list over important sources of new know­
ledge, the archives are ranked number 6 
among 19 alternatives. 

IDOK's collection of reports and database 
arc in principle meant to represent access to 
a broad and relevant material on experience. 
Since the report collection was not complete 
before 1991, there will be considerable 
gaps. In connection with the HIRDEP-
evaluation, we identified altogether 44 cen­
tral reviews/evaluations carried out during 
the period of 1979-91. In searching through 
the report collection and the database we 
found that only ten of these were registered. 
This may be so, because some of the 
reviews were slightly dated, but also 
because evaluation material produced or 
initiated by the field office or recipient was 
less likely to have been transferred and 
registered in the report collection. This is 
also likely to be a weak point with the 
system in the future. 

Another problem which limits the use is 
that the reports are registered in the data­
base only by subject words and title without 
annotation. Therefore, a user will be unsure 
of the value of retrieving the report. 
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A considerable problem is that report 
material is sent partly to the archive and 
partly to IDOK and that the exchange 
between them does not function satisfac­
torily. Seen from the point of view of the 
individual staff member, it is an obvious 
disadvantage that the archive and IDOK are 
not joined in one simple, jointly searchable 
system. This and other circumstances makes 
the threshold for active use of both the files 
and IDOK relatively high. The danger is 
therefore that the systems will function 
mainly as passive storage medium. 

The use of the report collection and the 
database varies greatly. Within the aid 
administration it appears that the units most 
efficient at delivering report material for 
registering are also the units that most 
frequently use the service. On the whole it 
appears that external users make up the 
main part of those who make use of the 
services. This means that students, resear­
chers, job-seekers, consultants, journalists 
etc. are the most frequent users. 

Through the survey 31% of employees in 
the aid administration answered that IDOK 
wasan important source of new knowledge. 
31% thought IDOK was of average impor­
tance, while 32% did not consider IDOK 
important at all. On a ranking list of 
important sources of new information, 
IDOK was ranked number 13 of 19 alterna­
tives. Databases were ranked at the bottom. 
The results confirm the impression that 
IDOK so far is not a central source of new 
information and learning in the aid 
administration and that confidence in the 
usefulness of databases is extremely low. 

As the School of Development Cooperation 
has just started its activity it is too early to 
assess how it will function. There is, 
however, reason to anticipate that the school 
will become a central arena of learning both 
for transfer of experience and development 
of new knowledge and new perspectives. 

5.3 Conclusion 
As systems, both the archives and IDOK 
can clearly be developed further. This 
applies to link-up and completeness as well 
as to simplification of accessibility. For 
staff members it will be of great value to 
have easy access to the "active" part of the 
corporate memory of the aid administration 
from terminals at their own places of work. 
We would, however, like to warn against 
creating a completeness, which also gives 
access to old, irrelevant material automati­
cally. This will create an over-complex and 
impractical situation which will drastically 
reduce the relevant use. After a time, even 
good physical accessibility will not be of 
any help if all there is a vast amount of 
material with small relevance and applica­
tion. 

Finally wc would recommend a certain 
realism concerning the effect both of archi­
ves and databases. All experience indicates 
that such remedies must be supported and 
supplemented by other sources and methods 
for up-dating and learning. Field work, 
participation in project reviews, debriefing 
by people with field experience, contacts 
with colleagues, network participation, 
seminars, reading of specialist literature and 
the establishment of arenas of learning 
within the various divisions of the aid 
administration will still play a larger role 
then even the very best storage- and 
retrieving media. May be it would be a 
good idea to give, IDOK for instance, the 
role as an mediator of information, by 
bringing people with particular experience 
and knowledge together in more or less 
stable networks? 
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6. THE CAPACITY TO USE 
EVALUATION RESULTS 

6.1 Introduction. 
Whether the aid administration has the 
capacity to use evaluation results or not 
depends partly on structural characteristics 
of the system, partly on process characteris­
tics and partly on human factors. This 
chapter analyzes the evidence; that is, does 
the organization posses the capacity to use 
evaluation results. Next the issue of capacity 
is analyzed in its components; structural-, 
procedural-, and human factors. The final 
section discusses the significance of bott­
lenecks to an increased use of evaluations. 

6.2 Are reports read? 
What does the evidence then say regarding 
the use of evaluations? Evaluations and 
project reviews are written material and the 
first indication of their use is whether they 
are read or not. It is possible that evaluation 
results are communicated by word of mouth, 
but for all practical purposes reading will be 
the first and major step in using the input 
from evaluations and reviews. 

More than 60% of the professional staff read 
a project review every year, and almost 
90% read evaluations every year. In fact, 
the majority read more; 2 to 6 full reports 
(that is, both project reviews and evalua­
tions), parts of another 1 or 2 reports, and 
some also read summaries of another few 
reports. People tend to read the full reports 
more often than they read only parts of them 
or a summary. 

How many of the project reviews are 
actually read? The commissioning of 
reviews is a decentralized activity, hence the 
number produced per year is difficult to 
establish. In the government white paper of 
1985 the amount was estimated at around 40 
to 50. Accordingly, most employees read 
more than 15% of the total output. It is thus 
highly likely that they do read all reviews 
within their sector and most of the reviews 
that concern the countries they are engaged 
in. 

People read more evaluations than project 
reviews, but not in the same way; they read 
mostly full reports, at times only parts of 
the reports and sometimes only summaries. 
The most common answer was to read 1 to 
2 full reports per year, parts of another 1 to 
2, and summaries of equally many. That 
means most of the staff in one way or 
another took part of 3 to 6 evaluation 
reports per year. In total 45 evaluations 
were produced during the period 1986 to 
1990 - almost 10 per year. As that 
corresponds almost to the amounts read, 
most of the reports seem to reach most 
persons. 

There is no complete overlap between the 
different segments of how people read and 
how much they read, thus there may well be 
some who read only summaries and no full 
reports and vice versa. In addition, we 
should remember that those who answered 
the questionnaire probably have a positive 
bias towards the evaluation system as a 
whole. Others probably read less. 

The size of project reviews varies between 
30 and 150 pages, and evaluations on the 
average have 150 pages. Roughly adding 
the figures, the average employee reads 
some 300 pages of project reviews and 450 
pages ofevaluation reports per year. With a 
normal reading speed, this represents 3 - 5 
working days on getting information from 
the evaluation system - or about 1% of the 
total time at work. In terms of time, it is not 
much; but in terms of coverage it seems to 
be as much as can be expected. 

So there is a "capacity" to read reports and 
reports arc read. Do people learn by reading 
them? Table B6.1 indicates that both eva­
luations and project reviews are considered 
important sources of learning, but project 
reviews more so than evaluations. Similarly, 
both types of reports are important for 
understanding the project environment. 
However, people differ on their relative 
importance. 
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Yes No answer No 

Project reviews are 
an important source of learning 

Project reviews are important in 
understanding the project setting 

Evaluations are an important 
source of learning 
Evaluations are important in 
understanding the project setting 

82 

75 

67 

60 

15 

16 

28 

28 

9 

6 

12 

Note:The respondents were asked to state whether they 
agreed or not to the statement. Thus, for example, 52% of 
the respondents agree that project reviews are an important 
source of learning. 

Table B6.1 The value of learning from project reviews and 
evaluations - questionnaire responses (n = 70, 
percentages) 

Ranked among 19 other sources of learning, 
project reviews are deemed the third most 
important source of learning; but evaluations 
rank as number 14. 

6.3 Structural aspects of the 
capacity to learn. 

Table B6.2 presents different structural 
obstacles to learning. First of all they relate 
to the role of the 
employee. The 
concept of a 
"role" refers to 
what people 
actually do at 
work, it is an 
aggregate of the 
small (and large) 
tasks that make 
up the day at 
work. The data in 
table B6.2 show 
that learning is 
not perceived to 
be required, and it 
may not be rewar­
ded and perhaps 

not even recognized. 
The fact that 63% think 
that their role is an im­
pediment to learning 
must include such fac­
tors. Whether they are 
right or not is another 
question, but it signifies 
that the roles of the aid 
agencies in development 
cooperation need to be 
developed and clarified. 

The table shows that 
75% think that routine 
work is given priority. 
As many as 94% think 
they have not time 
enough to engage in 
learning activities, and 
67% answer that they 
have too little time to 
reflect on their 
experiences. We saw 

above that the average person might spend 
somewhat more than 3 days reading evalua­
tion reports and progress reports. In reality 
people read on weekends, in the evenings 
and while travelling. 

One rather obvious structural impediment to 
learning from evaluations is the fact that 
evaluations are undertaken by the Ministry, 
whereas the majority of those who are 
expected to learn are at NORAD. There is 

Veiy 
important 

94 

75 
67 

65 

Of some Not so 
importance important 

10 6 

16 9 
18 15 

16 19 

Time to learn 

Priority of routine work 
Time to reflect on experiences 

The design of professional roles 

NoterThe respondents were asked to rank different obstacles to 
learning on how important they are. Thus, the table shows that 
94% of the respondents think that lacking time to learn is a very 
important obstacle. 

Table B6.2 The relative importance of structural impediments to 
learning. (n=77, percentages) 
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no organization without conflicts between 
"headquarters" and "subsidiaries", and the 
aid administration is no exception. There is 
no reason to think that the conflicts are 
worse than in most other organizations, but 
nevertheless it is unfortunate for learning 
that the system is split this way. This was 
clearly brought up during the group- and 
in-depth interviews. The division of respon­
sibilities between Ministry and Agency 
regarding evaluations/reviews is a source of 
conflict and thus an obstacle to learning 
from studies across the organization. 

The organizational divide also relates to a 
terminological split between project reviews 
and evaluations. Evaluations are supposed to 
be more comprehensive, independent, and 
more directed towards policy issues and the 
public debate. Project reviews, on the other 
hand, are management instruments. In prac­
tice the distinction is unclear, both in terms 
of quality and scope of the reports. Some 
project reviews are as comprehensive as 
some evaluations. 

Tautological definitions are not clarifying, 
and this one is no exception. The survey 
uncovered a lot of confusion regarding why 
reports are initiated, how they are used, and 
their value. Clearly, the concepts of reviews 
and evaluations are not understood in the aid 
administration. 

6.4 Procedural aspects of the 
capacity to learn. 

Learning does not occur automatically and 
neither do people start reading reports and 
reviews just out of the blue. It takes some 
encouragement; some form of promotion. It 
is necessary to form a learning arena - an 
occasion for people to get acquainted with 
the outputs from the evaluation work and to 
raise their appetite. This is what happens 
after the evaluations are completed, and it 
thus belongs to the processes of encouraging 
learning. 

The hearing, when the report is sent out in 
draft form to the inner circle of interested 
sections, is the first learning arena. The 
evaluation reports are sent to hearing soon 

after being received by the evaluation unit. 
Therecipients are asked to respond with 
comments within a few weeks. 

The case studies indicate that the hearing 
does not always have the qualities one 
would associate with a learning arena. 
There was little evidence of substantial 
exchanges of ideas. It was rare indeed that 
respondents elaborated on the evaluation 
findings, attacked them or supported them 
with new facts. If the evaluations were 
attacked it was generally from a narrow 
point of view defending a sections status. At 
times the respondents pointed at factual 
errors in the findings. In total, there is no 
evidence of learning from the hearings. 

When a major evaluation has been presen­
ted, the evaluation unit may also call a 
seminar to discuss findings. This was done 
in three instances out of eight. The meetings 
were well-attended, and people comment 
favourably on them in two cases. In those 
cases they seem to have been important as 
arenas for learning. 

The Ministry arranges press-conferences, if 
there are to be any. There were six press 
conferences arranged in the 7 cases. The 
reports did get coverage in the press, but the 
level of discussion varied. At times it lead 
to a focused and critical debate, with good 
opportunities for learning. At other times 
the press caught on details that appeared to 
make good news but were far from the main 
thrust of the studies and related little to the 
effectiveness and efficiency of aid. As a 
means of informing the public the 
experience from the cases is contradictory. 
However, that may be too rational a point of 
view. The very fact that press-conferences 
are undertaken has symbolic value. The 
media is informed, and the Ministry per­
forms the task of communicating results to 
the general public. 

The fourth process characteristic that could 
stimulate learning is the publication of 
reports. Evaluation reports are easily acces­
sible and printed in large numbers; between 
300 and 3 500 copies. This means that 
reports are available for staff members, 
institutions, university libraries, and those 
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Case 

Institute of Development 
Management, Tanzania 

Country Study, Tanzania 

Import Support, Tanzania 

Country Study, Sri Lanka 

HIRDEP, Sri Lanka 

Socio-cultural Conditions 
in Development Assistance 
Parti 
Part 2 

Parallel Financing and 
Mixed Credits 

Table B6.3 Communicating 

Were the 
Hearing 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

following learning arenas set up? 
Seminar Press Publication 

Conference 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Not yet 

No 
No 

Yes 

evaluation results on 7 case studies. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Not yet 

Yes 
Not yet 

Yes 

among the general public who are inter­
ested. In only one case (Import Support, 
Tanzania) have we heard complaints that the 
reports were hard to come by. 

Table B6.3 shows the process of communi­
cating the results, internally and externally, 
from the case studies. The table shows four 
types of "learning arenas", but the degree 
of use varies and so does the quality of what 
is going on. According to the case studies, 
seminars are the most effective way of 
disseminating knowledge, and wide availa­
bility of evaluation reports is of course a 
prerequisite. The quality of the debate in 
mass media varies widely, in some cases it 
is very low, at other times well informed 
and perceptive. Hearings do not contribute 
much to learning. 

But the learning arena is not only what 
happens after the reports are concluded, it is 

also what happens when the inquiries are 
taking place. The fact that a team of 
evaluators descend on a project (even as 
part of a thematic study or a country study) 
is in itself a challenge to learn, and it often 
visibly leads to debate and new insights. In 
those rare cases when NORAD personnel 
are closely associated with the team, the 
learning becomes particularly intense. 

The case of Import Support to Tanzania 
exemplifies such a process. NORAD staff 
took active part on a number of project 
reviews, and together with the evaluation 
itself this lead to a high learning effect. 
Without the integration, learning would 
probably have been much lower. 

NORAD personnel seldom take part on 
evaluations because of the policy of using 
independent teams. Here there is a conflict 
between the wish for learning and the quest 
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for objectivity and credibility. By all evi­
dence, the organization pays a heavy price 
in terms of learning when it excludes its 
personnel from active part on evaluation 
teams. But is there not a risk that project 
personnel will try to present positive find­
ings? No - equally clear is the evidence that 
the findings are not presented in a "rosy 
light" when agency staff are parts of the 
teams (Browning, 1984; Forss, 1985; Im-
boden, 1978). It may be formally wrong, but 
in substance makes no difference. Not 
including NORAD personnel from evalua­
tion and review teams lead to substantial 
foregone opportunities for learning. 

However, the quest for objectivity is one 
thing, independence another. Independence 
is an instrument to reach objectivity, but it is 
not a guarantee that objectivity is reached, in 
real life, it is common and convenient to use 
independence as an approximation for objec­
tivity. It is a cheap way to create legitimacy, 
and perhaps legitimacy is the most important 
value of all. 

6.5 Human characteristics of 
learning. 

Whether people learn from a given input 
depends on how much they knew before. If 
they have well-developed frames of refer­
ence, the new knowledge fits easily into 
place and becomes part of an even better 
developed "structure of knowledge". If the 
new information falls into a blank space,it 
slips and falls off, like water from a goose. 
Thus, the more one knows beforehand, the 
more likely is it that a given input of 
knowledge will be of use - that it will affect 
ones learning. 

The case studies indicate that inputs from 
project reviews and evaluations may com­
bine over time to produce better and better 
structures of knowledge. Minor inputs may 
have major effects, because they were well 
adjusted to poorly developed knowledge 
structures on the subject matter. More 
sophisticated inputs on the same subject may 
fail to have an impact. 

The two parts of the evaluation of socio-

cultural conditions illustrate the point. The 
first part was rather plain, but had a major 
impact. The second part was much more 
complex but had little impact. The question 
is therefore; are the knowledge structures in 
the aid administration well developed - or 
are these structures weak? 

It is not our task to assess individuals. On 
the contrary we take for granted that people 
in the aid administration are as people are in 
other parts of society; some brilliant, some 
mediocre, most in between. More interest­
ing is how they interact to form organiza­
tional knowledge structures. 

Like individual people have structures of 
knowledge - so can organizations be said to 
possess structures of knowledge, made up 
of the knowledge of people within the 
organization. The level of understanding of 
a phenomena, the perceptiveness of people's 
views, the analytical detail shown in discus­
sions of a topic, the comprehensiveness of 
understanding and the ability to see the 
phenomena in relation to other things - are 
all good indicators to the status of know­
ledge structures. 

The organizational knowledge structures 
concerning rural roads maintenance, inter­
national negotiations, administration of im­
port support, or any of the other subjects 
that the aid administration has to have an 
expertise on, is outside our judgement. But 
within the field of learning the knowledge 
structures are weak, and the same applies to 
the subject of evaluation. The basic theories 
on the subjects are not known, the "state of 
the art" is not followed, and the major 
issues or problem areas that are discussed 
among professionals are not echoed in the 
aid administration. There are, for example, 
no common starting points as to why 
evaluations and project reviews are under­
taken, why they should be undertaken, and 
how they should be used. 

Table B6.4 illustrates the point from the 
survey. The distribution of answers shows 
that there is no organizational structure of 
knowledge on these topics - there is no 
common experience. We would hypothesize 
that if the organization is to maximize its 
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Often At times Seldom 

For planning purposes 

Bilateral agreements 

Improve quality 

Audit 

43 

44 

34 

36 

18 

15 

23 

18 

39 

41 

43 

46 

Table B6.4 

The lack of homogeneous knowledge struc­
tures in the field of evaluation. Distribution of 
response rates on the question "why evalua­
tions are started?" (percentages, n=77) 

opportunities for learning, it needs to deve­
lop a culture of learning, and to get adjusted 
to speaking about learning (and evaluation) 
in terms that express actions and results 
within that field. 

6.6 Concluding remarks. 

To learn more, the organization needs at 
first to develop its knowledge structures 
concerning the phenomena of learning; and 
if it is to make good use of the evaluation 
system, it needs to develop its knowledge 
structures concerning evaluation. In both 
these aspects much remains to be done. The 
school for development cooperation will 
have an important task to do in this respect. 
It is virtually the only arena where such 
competence can be gradually developed. 
The subjects of learning and evaluation need 
to be introduced, developed and, if possible, 
applied in various forms under the frame­
work of the school. 
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7. THE ART OF RECEIVING 
EVALUATION RESULTS. 

7.1 Introduction 
The previous chapter showed that evaluation 
and project reviews are read. People take 
part of all reports that come within their 
field of work. There are a number of arenas 
where the meeting between people and 
information takes place, and there are struc­
tural weaknesses in the organization that to 
some extent block the frill utilization of 
those meetings. In the final end it takes an 
individual to make something of informa­
tion, and chapter B.6 ended by noting that it 
is important to develop knowledge structures 
if the reports are to have any effect. 

This chapter pursues the question of what 
happens to the input of information. Now 
that people do receive information the 
question is what they do next. Do they reject 
it, if it is controversial? Does the system 
reject odd information? Can the system 
accept new ideas? Indeed, does it like to get 
new ideas? Is it an "open" system, and 
does it need to develop characteristics of 
open systems. Needless to say, the picture is 
complex. Not all new ideas are accepted, 
nor should they be. Uncritical acceptance of 
information is noi conducive to learning. 
The "receiving end" must be able to select, 
adapt and give priority to the information 
that comes. There is no shortage of infor-

Tanzania Country Study 
Commodity Import Support 
Sri Lanka Country Study 
HIRDEP 
Socio-cultural conditions 1 
Parallel Financing 
Socio-cultural conditions 2 
IDM 

Accepted 

X 
X 
X 
X(1) 
X 
X 

(1) The process is not yet finalized 

Table B7.1 How evaluation reports are 

Neglected Rejected 

X 
X 

received. 

mation, and not all evaluations and project 
reviews have reliable findings or well 
designed recommendations. 

7.2 Are results accepted, rejected or 
neglected? 

What does the evidence from the case 
studies say: are evaluation results accepted, 
rejected or neglected? Table B7.1 summar­
izes how the reports were received, based 
on the correspondence between the evalua­
tion unit and the team of evaluators, and the 
comments during the hearing and the semi­
nars. No evaluations were rejected because 
of their findings. In some instances the draft 
evaluations were modified, but never 
because the findings were controversial or 
critical. 

Draft reports were sometimes changed 
because of factual errors in the descriptions, 
which the teams themselves were eager to 
remove (as on the Country Study of 
Tanzania, the evaluation of Import Support 
and the evaluation of Parallel Financing). It 
took a long time before the second study of 
socio-cultural conditions was finalized, but 
again it was not because the findings were 

too critical. The evalua­
tion unit wanted practi­
cal/operational recom­
mendations - it did not 
disagree either with the 
analysis or the content of 
the recommendations that 
were made. 

Of course the picture is 
not that simple. Each 
evaluation contains 
several "bits ofinforma-
tion", and not all are 
accepted. Also informa­
tion that is accepted by 
the Ministry may be 
rejected by NORAD, and 
vice versa. The field 
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Commodity import support 
Sri Lanka Country Study 
HIRDEP 
Parallel financing 
Socio-cultural conditions 1 
Tanzania Country Study 
IDM 
Socio-cultural conditions 2 

Index of 
"difficulty-

medium 
low 
low 
high 
high 
high 
low 
high 

Accepted Neglected 

1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 3 
1 1 
2 1 
2 1 

Rejected 

3 
2 
2 

3 

Note: The "Index of diff iculty" indicates to what extent the report is 
considered controversial or critical. The figures indicate the type of 
response given; 1 is the most common response, 2 is the next and 3 is the 
least common response. 

Table B7.2 How evaluation r< sports are received. 

offices may reject findings that the sectoral 
divisions accept and that are neglected by 
the regional divisions, and so on. In addi­
tion, not all reports are equally digestible, 
some are more controversial than others. 
Table B7.2 shows the more complex pic­
ture, where the evaluations are ranked as 
high, low or medium depending on how 
"rough" they are in their criticism. An 
evaluation assigned a high would a priori 
conflict with several interests in the aid 
administration and would require a high 
degree of openness to be accepted. An 
evaluation assigned low would not be 
particularly offensive, and would confirm 
what people already know. 

The figures show the primary, secondary 
and tertiary reaction to the findings and 
content of the reports. The aid administ­
ration does not tend to reject critical reports, 
nor are controversial issues systematically 
neglected. The critical reports generate more 
differentiated reactions, but that is in itself 
an indication of learning. The "worst" in 
terms of learning, would be if there is a 
pattern of neglecting and rejecting contro­
versial information. 

The case of the evaluation of Parallel 

Financing and Mixed Credits illustrates the 
point. The evaluation found the two instru­
ments to be useful, both to promote deve­
lopment according to Norways assistance 
policies, and to generate export for industry. 
These findings were accepted by all. But the 
evaluators recommended changes in the 
administration, and these were rejected by 
the unit which "lost"; that is, which saw 
the control of money being shifted to 
another unit. 

The unit in case was alone though, and all 
other parts of the administration supported 
the change. But the evaluation contained 
theoretical discussions concerning principles 
of assessing cost-effectiveness which have 
far-reaching implications. By and large, 
these findings were neglected. There is no 
trace of discussion or debate of them. Thus 
the primary reaction is acceptance, the 
secondary rejection and the third neglect. 

7.3 Obstacles to openness. 
It is more likely that a non-critical evalua­
tion report will be neglected than a contro­
versial one. Also, neglect is a more common 
pattern of response than rejection. Why are 
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Question 
Very 
important 

Of medium 
importance 

Of little 
importance 

The organization's lack of 
openness to critical reflection 

The colleagues lack of open­
ness to new ideas and visions 

Lack of interest to discuss 
fundamental issues 

Lack of personal motivation 

47 24 19 

28 28 24 

22 

14 

29 

26 

49 

50 

Note: The respondents were asked to rank a list of potential obstacles to learning. 
The answers above indicate for example that 14% thought "personal motivation" 
was a very important obstacle to learning, whereas 50% thought that it was of little 
importance. 

Table B73 

An open organization? Responses to the question of which the significant obstacles 
to learning are. (n = 77, percentages) 

1. The conclusions are valid and reliable 
2. It contains a summary 
3. It can be used in decision-making 
4. It presents the achievements accurately 
5. The recipients are actively involved 
6. The methods of investigation are clearly presented 
7. It puts the findings in a wider perspective 
8. It follows the terms of reference 
9. It has practical recommendations 

10. It is well wirtten 
11. It contains new thoughts 
12. The final report is short 
13. It follows a standardized format 

Table B7.4 

Desired qualities in evaluation reports. 
qualities) 

(n = 

Important 

93 
92 
89 
86 
85 
84 
75 
74 
70 
66 
64 
49 
22 

Medium 

7 
4 
4 

10 
7 

11 
18 
18 
17 
26 
30 
36 
27 

74, percentages and 

Nol 

rank 

important 

0 
4 
7 
4 
8 
5 
7 
8 

13 
8 
6 

15 
51 

order of 
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findings neglected? Is it because the organi­
zation is not open enough? Could be, but 
that depends on what is meant by open. It 
could also be that people do not have time 
enough to read and digest information. 

An oversupply of information may in itself 
cause bottlenecks on the receiving side, 
meaning that the capacity to absorb infor­
mation could be low, even if the will is 
high. Table B7.3 shows an image of how 
open the organization is. Respondents blame 
the organization more than its personnel. 
The table shows that people's motivation, 
interest and openness are perceived to be of 
minor importance as obstacles to learning. 

Almost half of the respondents say the 
organization is not open to critical reflec­
tion, and only 19% think that the organiza­
tion's openness (or lack of openness) is a 
problem of little importance. This leads on 
to another two questions; (1) are people as 
open as the respondents like to think, and if 
so (2) how can the organizational aggregate 
be something else than individual openness? 

"Openness" can of course be assessed in a 
number of different ways. The image of 
openness relates logically to curiosity, 
appreciation of new ideas, and willingness 
to experiment. Table B7.4 presents what 
people like about evaluations - that is, the 
most important qualities of evaluation 
reports. Even though a majority think that 
"new thoughts" and "wider perspectives" 
are important, other qualities win out. 

In fact, the qualities that relate to "open­
ness" rank among the lowest. When time 
and resources are scarce (as they always 
are) qualities that promote an open climate 
will be first sacrificed. People value reliabi­
lity, validity and usefulness of evaluation 
studies. These qualities, though important, 
do not automatically promote learning. 

Table B7.4 is about evaluation reports, but 
the desired qualities of project reviews 
follow the same pattern. Around 50% of the 
respondents answer that "wider perspec­
tives" and "new thoughts" were important, 
but they ranked as no 7 and 11 out of 13 
qualities. Again, the results point to a low 
level of curiosity and little interest in "free 

thinking". The results also indicate a low 
acceptance of experimentation and little 
tolerance for mistakes in evaluations and 
project reviews. In conclusion, even if 
people like to see themselves as open, they 
do not behave so in their interaction with 
the evaluation system. 

How can then openness at the level of 
individuals (with the above reservations) 
turn to something else at the level of the 
organization? There are several explana­
tions. First, an open organization benefits 
from a diversity of knowledge structures, 
and there is diversity in the aid administ­
ration. Second, the diversity must not be 
total. On the contrary, there should also be a 
dominating knowledge structure. There 
should be a common frame of reference and 
some coherence to the values and ideas 
espoused by the organization.Qualities such 
as these are relative, but the indications 
imply that the aid administration lacks a 
dominating knowledge structure. (Which is 
demonstrated by the difficulty to formulate 
and communicate a strategy.) 

Third, whether a dominating knowledge 
structure facilitates learning or not depends 
on how well developed it is. Examine the 
case of "Socio-cultural conditions in deve­
lopment cooperation". The findings in the 
report were supported by all, indeed there 
was a widespread recognition of the faults 
in the system. There was a common and 
dominating knowledge structure. But it was 
a weak structure, and it did not entail a 
capacity to absorb more information. In­
stead, consider another example; the know­
ledge structure on management of import 
support. This could also be called a com­
mon and dominating structure (among those 
few that were concerned), but it was a well 
developed structure. It carried within it the 
capacity to absorb radically new informa­
tion and to learn. 

7.4 Concluding remarks. 
In sum, the organization as a whole is not 
as open as it might be. It contains too much 
diversity in knowledge structures, with 
unclear knowledge structures in central 
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areas. It appears as if the best developed 
knowledge structures are found at the level 
of professional subgroups, be they sector 
specialists or regional specialists. At this 
level there are also dominating knowledge 
structures and little diversity. On the con­
trary, it is at the more general levels of 
overriding values, insight into development 
processes, and interdisciplinary competence, 
that knowledge structures are weak and, at 
times, too diversified. 

The capacity to learn would thus be higher 
further down in the organization, and the 
more specific the subject is. The organiza­
tion is relatively more open to learning 
about, for example, methods of forestry, 
power generation or land use. In particular, 
the more directly useful and applicable the 
information is, the more likely is it that 
someone will learn. If the information has 
such qualities the receiver will learn - he or 
she will want to learn and he or she is 
embedded in structures and values that will 
support learning. Evaluation reports at this 
level will be accepted or rejected, but 
seldom neglected. It is not likely that good 
quality evaluations will be rejected - people 
will learn if there is anything to learn. 

On the other hand, if the information 
coming to the organization is interdisciplin­
ary and if it touches on broader issues of 
why and how development takes place; 
indeed if the information is political, then it 
is not so likely that anyone will learn. Of 
course people profess an interest in such 
issues, and they are relatively quick to 
recognize their faults, but they fail to change 
- to learn. 

Even if the single individual would want to 
learn, and perceives himself or herself to be 
open minded, they are not embedded in an 
organizational structure that is conducive to 
such learning. Besides people are hypocriti­
cal, they think themselves open but in 
practice they do not subscribe to values and 
attitudes that would accompany an open 
attitude towards knowledge. New thoughts 
and holistic perspectives are among the least 
valued qualities of evaluation reports (cf 
table 7.4). Critical and controversial evalua­
tion reports are not likely to be rejected but 

the information will be neglected. The 
reason is not unwillingness to learn, but a 
lacking capacity. 

57 



Section B, chapter 8. The use of structured knowledge 

8. DECISIONS AND EVALUA­
TIONS: THE USE OF STRUC­
TURED KNOWLEDGE. 

8.1 Introduction. 
Chapter B6 showed that evaluations and 
reviews are read, and chapter B7 indicates 
that they generate learning. The extent of 
learning varies and it is more likely that 
people learn about concrete issues. Interdis­
ciplinary, cross-sectoral and political infor­
mation is less likely to lead to learning. The 
organization is more open to specific inputs 
of information than to more general inputs. 
This is so because organizational knowledge 
structures are weak and fragmented and lack 
a dominating structure on policy oriented 
issues - but they are not at the level of 
specific, often technical, competence. 

Even if evaluations and reviews are read 
and contribute to learning, it is not quite 
certain they are used. But what does it 
mean to use evaluations? First of all it 
means to use them in decision-making. 
The evidence on whether they are used or 
not is presented in section 1 below. 
Second, there are ways of using evalua­
tions that do not relate directly to 
decision-making, but which may still be 
important. These different uses of evalua­
tions and reviews are examined in section 
2. In the last section the use of informa­
tion from evaluations is related to other 
inputs to decision-making in particular 
and administration in general. 

8.2 Are reviews and evaluations 
used for decisions? 

It would not be fair to assess evaluations 
and reviews on the basis of their contri­
bution to decisions if they are not 
intended to contribute. However, as table 
B8.1 shows they are often initiated 
precisely to provide inputs for decisions. 
That is the most common reason to start 
evaluations and reviews (even though 
they are often started "in response to 
bilateral agreements). The pattern is the 
same for both reviews and evaluations, 
even though the degrees vary. Purposes 
of management dominate over other 

reasons to evaluate, but the control aspects 
and the formal reasons are also present. 
Evaluations are less often started for audit­
ing and control purposes than reviews. 
According to the survey, the reports were 
seldom started to initiate learning (cf chap­
ter 6) or to promote a more general 
understanding of the process of cooperation. 

Now, if reviews and evaluations are started 
because there is a need for inputs to the 
decision-making process, the next question 
is if the outputs of the studies are used. It 
would seem so, 50% of the respondents 

Statement Reviews Evaluations 

To provide inputs for 
major decision 

To audit/verify activities 

To enhance learning/ 
competence building 

67 51 

54 36 

28 33 

Note: The figures in the columns indicate 
one of three possible answers to each 
question.Thus for example 67% agreed 
that reviews are started to provide inputs 
for major decisions (and 33% disagreed or 
did not answer). Note that neither the sums 
of rows nor of columns should be 100% 

Table B8.1 
Reasons to start reviews and evaluations. 
(Percentages that answered "yes" to the 
questions in case, n- 78) 
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claim that they often refer to project reviews 
and 29% often refer to evaluations. It would 
seem as project reviews are used more, as 
only 16% say that they do not refer to the 
reports, whereas 34% do not refer to 
evaluations. 

But there are more respondents who agree 
with the statement that evaluation and 
reviews are useful for decisions than who 
disagree with that statement (table B8.2 
below). Both reviews and evaluations are 
considered to be useful for policy decisions, 
and very many reviews consider useful for 
operational decisions, but not evaluations. 
As most of the respondents would presum­
ably be more engaged in operational deci­
sions than in policy decisions, it is not 

limit on the usefulness of evaluations. It 
does not recognize the full use of intelli­
gence from the system of project reviews. 
These are not as limited in scope as the 
vocabulary implies. Neither are evaluations 
in fact. It is rather surprising that as many 
as 35% think evaluations are useful inputs 
to operational decisions. 

There is a contradiction between these 
figures and the views that surfaced during 
the in-depth/group interviews. Many voiced 
a criticism of evaluations, indicating that 
they were out of phase with the need for 
inputs to decisions and that it was not clear 
who would use them anyway. Reviews were 
seen as much more useful. Still, it is not 
uncommon that open questions in an inter-

Statement 

I often refer to reviews 
I often refer to evaluations 

Reviews are useful for policy decisions 
Evaluations are useful for policy decisions 

Reviews are useful inputs to operational decisions 
Evaluations are useful inputs to operational decisions 

Table B8.2 The use of evaluations in the aid administration (n=70, percentages) 

gree 

50 
29 

72 
73 

86 
35 

Disagree 

16 
34 

13 
8 

4 
27 

No answer 

34 
37 

15 
19 

10 
38 

surprising that more of them often refer to 
the project reviews than to evaluations. 

It is interesting to note that project reviews 
appear to provide as useful inputs to policy 
decisions as evaluations. It would seem as if 
it is easier to infer general conclusions from 
specific reports than to deduct specific 
conclusions from general reports. Know­
ledge travels from the bottom up and not 
from the top and down! At least not if we 
are to believe the responses. 

The cases, for example the evaluation of 
Import Support, would also confirm this 
view. The logical distinction between 
reviews and evaluations only apply as a 

view situation generates more critical com­
ments than a focused question in a survey. 
The latter type of question also provokes a 
real and relative consideration of the pro­
blem, whereas an interview seldom puts a 
problem in perspective. 

However there is a need to pursue the 
question of how evaluations are used 
further. Figure B8.1 below summarizes the 
results from the case studies. All evalua­
tions held a large number of recommenda­
tions. Sometimes the recommendations 
could be counted and related to decisions; 
for example on whether to permanent the 
system of parallel financing and mixed 
credits. At other times the recommendations 
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None Half All 

Commodity Import Support 
Parallel Financing 
Socio-cultural conditions 1 
Tanzania Country Study 
Socio-cultural conditions 2 
HIRDEP1) 
Sri Lanka Country Study 
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1) The process is not yet finalized 

Figure B8.1 Using evaluations in decision-making. Evidence from case studies. 

are diffused and they might be followed up 
by a number of "small" decisions that 
cannot be traced or mapped (for example on 
increased learning about socio-cultural con­
ditions in the project setting). Some reports 
have more than 20 pages of recommenda­
tions, others had 7 recommendations sum­
marized on half a page. 

There is naturally a difference in the novelty 
of recommendations. Many of the inputs 
from the Country Study of Tanzania were 
used in the subsequent country analysis, and 
were recognized in the Agreed Minutes of 
the negotiations between Norway and Tan­
zania on development cooperation. As the 
case study shows, several of those ideas and 
principles were commonplace and would 
have been "used" even without the Country 
Study. In the other Country Study (Sri 
Lanka) the inputs were more creative, but 
they were overtaken by events and had little 
impact on the form and content of the 
cooperation. 

The rather mechanistic connection between 
recommendations and decisions in figure 
B8.1 is thus partly misleading. The relation­
ship between inputs from reviews and 
evaluations on the one hand, and decisions 
on the other hand, are much more subtle and 

complex. 

The evaluation of Commodity Import Sup­
port to Tanzania may highlight the com­
plexity of the connection. The evaluation 
contained a general discussion of the virtues 
of a market oriented system of foreign 
currency allocation, but thought the situa­
tion in Tanzania would not turn in that 
direction in the short run. The evaluation 
thus recommended NORAD to strengthen 
the administrative allocation of import sup­
port funds via systematic screening of the 
applicants and a follow-up of performance. 

NORAD reacted quickly by setting up such 
a system. But reality overtook Tanzania's 
propensity for reform and soon an Open 
General License for foreign exchange was 
introduced. NORAD made a full turnaround 
and added its funds to the so called OGL 
system. It would thus seem as the evalua­
tion led in the wrong direction, or that it 
had no consequence as NORAD did some­
thing different two years later. 

A decision process is however more dyna­
mic than such a simple conjecture could 
capture. The evaluation, together with the 
project reviews that preceded it, and the 
cooperation with other donors that followed; 
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set an arena for learning and developing the 
methods of financial assistance that was 
very important. It is not likely that NORAD 
would have acted as swiftly to support the 
OGL had not the evaluation been, even 
though it led in another direction at first. 
The actual recommendations were important 
and were used, but the mass of knowledge 
generated in the process of evaluation 
mattered more and influenced the future 
decisions heavily. The connection is easy to 
forget by the actors themselves and it is not 
discerned by looking at recommendations 
only. 

Figure B8.1 indicates that the evaluation of 
Parallel Financing and Mixed Credits was 
about as "successful" as the one of Import 
Support, judging by how influential it was in 
decisions. The most important consequence 
was that the trial run of the systems of 
parallel financing and mixed credits was 
made permanent. The evaluation showed 
that the development effect of the projects 
financed under these schemes was high, at 
least as high as by any alternative arrange­
ment. Parliament took the decision to con­
solidate the systems within half a year. Later 
on these schemes have had increased alloca­
tions of funds, something which is not likely 
to have happened if the evaluation had been 
very negative. 

Still, the evaluation was set in such a way 
that it is not likely the conclusions would 
havebeen negative. Most of the time and 
effort spent by the evaluators went into 
answering how these systems were to be 
managed in the future - not whether they 
were to be managed at all. True, they were 
expected to answer that question too, but it 
takes much more effort to come up with a 
negative answer to the latter question -
particularly considering the terms of refer­
ence - than they had at their disposal. At 
first sight the impact of the study thus 
appears much higher and more substantial 
than it actually was. 

The evaluations of the Institute of Develop­
ment Management in Tanzania exemplify 
another situation. Even though three major 
studies have been undertaken, none of them 
have had any consequences for the design of 

the project. On the contrary, it appears as if 
the evaluations have repeated concerns and 
opinions that were voiced at the time, and 
they put on paper changes that were already 
happening. The content of decisions made 
and implemented were an input to the 
evaluation rather than the other way round! 

In conclusion evaluations are useful inputs 
to the decision-making process, but their 
usefulness varies a lot. It is obviously 
important that evaluations arrive in time, 
particularly if they are expected to contri­
bute to a certain decision on a project. On 
the other hand, good evaluations may 
always be useful, and much knowledge will 
be put to use sooner or later, as the 
evaluations of Import Support and Socio-
cultural conditions demonstrate (and other 
case studies as well). It is also quite clear 
that evaluations need to be followed up and 
promoted in non-conventional ways. It is 
not possible to foresee when and how the 
intelligence will be put to use. The state­
ments in response to the survey seem to 
reflect the aggregated experience of the case 
studies rather well. 

8.3 Other uses of evaluations. 
There are several ways to skin a cat. 
Evaluations may be used in a number of 
different ways some of which relate 
strongly to decision-making and others 
more weakly. The concepts are interrelated. 
An evaluation may be used in decision­
making by virtue of having generated 
learning; but the evaluation may yield 
learning without any visible effect in deci­
sions (in the short run). In the following 
some uses of rational analysis are discussed 
that relate a little to both learning and 
decision-making. 

The theory of decision-making has two 
branches; one deals with the question of 
how decisions ought to be made and the 
other deals with how decisions are made. 
Both are concerned with rational analysis as 
an input to decision. The former branch has 
devised a number of methods whereby 
decisions can be made better (by using 
methods such as cost-benefit analysis, 
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environmental scanning, delphi techniques, 
critical path analysis, etc.) The other branch 
has repeatedly shown that decisions seldom 
are rational however sophisticated the inputs 
to the decisions are. Instead they show how 
the "clinical" methods of analysis are 
transformed into something more messy, but 
more fitting to the human condition. During 
interviews, some referred to aid administ­
ration as an "art" rather than as a bureau­
cratic process. It is common to distinguish 
between manifest and latent functions. In 
the aid administration, the manifest func­
tions of evaluation are control, decision­
making and learning. But there are also 
latent functions. Below follows a list of 
some latent functions, and figure B82 
indicates to what extent latent functions 
were present in the case studies. Inputs such 
as evaluations and reviews could be used in 
a number of different ways, for example: 

1. To motivate and legitimate decisions 
that are already taken. Of course it is 
obvious that evaluations are never 
undertaken for this purpose, but in 
actual fact it may be a function, if not 
by design then by default. If evaluators 
are not critical enough, or perceptive 
enough, they may fail to bring any new 
thoughts to the administration, and their 
remaining function is to show that 
things are good as they are. 

2. To motivate others and create 
consensus about a course of action. 
Evaluations and reviews are read by 
many and they often deal with critical 
issues in development. They could well 
be important as a means of communica­
tion, to prepare the ground for action. 

3. Evaluations may also be used in the 
rivalry for money and power. One 
unit in the system may point to 
evaluation results to strengthen its case 
in the competition for scarce funds. The 
face validity of an argument would 
presumably be much higher if it rests on 
the recommendations of an evaluation. 

4. Evaluations may be used for purposes 
of disinformation or camouflage, to 
turn attention from more important 

issues. Neither the general public nor 
the administration can discuss too many 
issues at a time. Presenting evaluation 
results in an area may turn the 
discussion away from something much 
less comfortable. 

5. Evaluation has by some researchers 
been presented as a ritual - a modern 
form of rain dance. It is a symbolic 
activity which is used to convey an 
image of rationality and efficiency. It 
would thus be a way of convincing 
oneself and others that the system 
works well - without actually knowing 
if it does. 

6. Evaluations may also have a 
therapeutical function. When the 
decision-makers do not know what to 
do they commission an evaluation. 
However, the possible courses of action 
may be quite clear, as well as the 
consequences. But if there are only 
uncomfortable alternatives an evaluation 
may be a way to postpone the decision 
and let things improve by themselves. 

To what extent do the case studies fill any 
of these other functions? Figure B8.2 pre­
sents a rough indication of the functions that 
evaluations might have had in the process of 
cooperation - whether intended or not. The 
figure shows that all functions except what 
was 

called "camouflage" are discernible on the 
case studies. The most common functions 
are to legitimate activities, to use rational 
analysis as a ritual, and to motivate people 
and establish consensus. But very often the 
different functions merge, and an evaluation 
within a dynamic process often fulfils 
several functions - different for the different 
people and organizations that are involved. 

A comparison between the figure above and 
tables B7.1 and B7.2 show that the evalua­
tions that were most difficult, and that had 
several responses (that were both accepted, 
neglected and rejected, though in differing 
degrees) were also those that had most 
functions in the organization. These evalua­
tions provided a richer range of responses. 
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8.4 Concluding remarks. 
Even though the purpose of the evaluation 
system is to make development assistance 
effective, and to keep the public informed, it 
would be a mistake to concentrate only on 
the immediate use of evaluations and their 
effects. The other functions exist, such as 
those above and maybe others. At first sight 
they may seem contradictory to the rational 

function of the system, but they may also be 
necessary as outlets for the less than rational 
processes that take place in all organiza­
tions. The point is confirmed as the case 
studies show that the "best" evaluations in 
terms of knowledge, learning and use 
(rational) also are those that have most side 
effects in terms of non-rational functions. 
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9. INFORMATION AND LEARN­
ING IN AN OPEN SYSTEM. 

9.1 Introduction. 

This chapter describes how the aid administ­
ration learns. First the role of evaluations 
and reviews within the total learning of the 
system will be explored. Then section 9.2 
introduces a typology of learning processes 
and shows how they can be combined in a 
learning system. The next section, 9.3, 
explores the content of learning and asks 
whether it is possible to find suitable arenas 
for separate learning tasks. 

In previous parts of this study the evalua­
tions were found to be of relatively high 
quality, although not without limitations. 
The evaluations and reviews are read exten­
sively and used for decision-making. The 
reports are an input to learning, but the 
extent of learning varies and generally 
speaking their real impact is lower than their 
potential. This is evident 
in table B9.1 which pre­
sents how evaluations 
and reviews rank as 
sources of learning. 

It is quite clear that field 
visits are the single most 
important sources of 
learning. They are ran­
ked far above what 
comes as the second 
most important source of 
learning, namely the 
experience of other 
donor organizations. The 
data in chapter 6 indica­
ted that people read 
more evaluations than 
reviews, but chapter 8 
demonstrated that 
reviews are used more in 
decision-making. 

The data in table B9.1 
add that reviews have a 
much higher contribution 
to learning. It is remark­
able that evaluations 
rank as low as number 5 

from the bottom of the list. Evaluations are 
considered less important than other written 
information, such as books and journals. 
Other written information also rank low, as 
for example inputs from data banks, EDOK 
and the media (TV, newspapers). On the 
other hand material from ARKIV rank as 
somewhat more important, though the dif­
ferences between those items found towards 
the middle of the scale are not significant. 

9.2 A typology of modes of learning. 
It is rather trivial to note that some 
evaluations reach very few but others reach 
a lot of people. The typical project evalua­
tion is read by a handful who are concerned 
with the project itself; that type of projects; 

Field visits 
Other donor's experience 
Project reviews 
Informal information from colleagues 
Meetings and conferences 
ARWV 
Advice from external expertise 
Advice from international expertise 
Advice from researchers 
Professional journals 
Internal seminars 
External seminars 
IDOK 
Books of professional interest 
Evaluations 
Training courses 
Mass media 
Repatriated NORAD experts 
Data banks 

Table B9.1 

High 

78 
55 
52 
49 
49 
42 
41 
38 
35 
34 
33 
33 
31 
31 
29 
27 
22 
17 
10 

The importance of different sources of 
order, percentages) 

Importance 
Medium 

9 
32 
26 
50 
24 
19 
38 
33 
30 
36 
35 
32 
37 
29 
31 
32 
18 
16 
14 

learning. (n=78, 

Low 

13 
13 
22 
31 
27 
39 
21 
29 
35 
30 
32 
35 
32 
30 
3Q 
41 
60 
67 
76 

rank 
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Learning by 

Many 

Few 

Socio cultural conditions part 1 

1 

* Parallel Financing 
Country Study Tanzania 

IDM HIRDEP 

Country Study Sri Lanka 

Socio Cultural conditions part 2 * Import Support 

Low High 

Degree of learning 

Figure B9.1 Typology of different modes of learning 

or the country in question. The case study of 
Import Support to Tanzania found that 
learning was probably limited to five or six 
people at NORAD and some in the Ministry. 
There were not many who read and learnt 
from the evaluations of the Institute of 
Development Management and HIRDEP 
either. On the contrary evaluations such 
asSocio-cultural conditions and the Country 
Studies are read be many and they do bring 
new information to those who read. Some of 
these studies are read by the majority in the 
organization and it is not likely that anyone 
is unfamiliar with their content. 

evaluations lead to more learning than 
others. The quality varies and some evalua­
tions contain more information than others, 
and some are to a higher degree accepted 
than others. Evaluations such as the Country 
Study of Sri Lanka were very solid and 
contained much relevant information. The 
study of Import Support is internationally 
well-known and other donors frequently 
refer to its findings. Other evaluations 
contain little that is new; they may summar­
ize existing knowledge, codify the "state of 
the art" of something, or simply fail to add 
new insights within the field. 

It is equally trivial to note that some Figure B9.1 combines the two dimensions 
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and plots the impact of case studies. It is 
possible to discern four patterns, or modes, 
of learning. There are those instances where 
few people learn, and they either learn little 
(3) or they learn a lot (4). There are also 
instances where many learn, but only a little 
(1). In theory it would be possible that many 
learn a lot (2), though there are no indica­
tions of that happening. 

The figure shows that the predominant 
mode is that few learn rather little. One 
possible hypothesis is that the approach to 
evaluations in the aid administration suffers 
from the implicit ambition that large num­
bers of people should maximize their learn­
ing. By all evidence this is overly optimistic 
and it does not take into account how 
learning really occurs. Rather than streng­
thening the processes whereby a few learn a 
lot, or whereby the many learn a little, the 
system risks becoming dysfunctional when 
it tries to make the many learn a lot, and 
instead ends up with few learning a little. 
Why? 

Chapter 7 proposed that the knowledge 
structures - organizational and individual -
put a limit on the absorptive capacity of the 
aid administration. The absorptive capacity 
is much higher in respect of specific inputs 
of knowledge, for example in a technical 
field. Consequently learning can be very 
high when the exploration and solution of a 
problem takes place close to the ordinary 
tasks of an individual. When he or she is 
given the opportunity to investigate a pro­
blem, develop knowledge, learn and apply 
the learning within the context of the daily 
work tasks the cumulative learning effect 
can be high. The evaluation of Import 
Support is a good illustration of the point. 
The system of project reviews was integra­
ted with the evaluation and the program 
officers took active part in both exercises. 
The organizational knowledge structures 
were extended and developed significantly. 

On the other hand the organizational know­
ledge structures tend to become weaker on 
abstract knowledge and on knowledge that 
is more political, social and cultural in 
character. It is not very likely that even 
information of high quality, with a high 

potential for learning, actually will achieve 
very much in this field. As the absorptive 
capacity is low, the amount of learning will 
remain low - and even a small step forward 
would be an achievement. But the positive 
face of the coin is that it does not take 
much to achieve a result in organizational 
learning. 

In the case of Socio-cultural conditions (part 
1) costs were low and the amount of new 
knowledge was small. But the report had 
other qualities; it was well written, presen­
ted the subject lucidly and in terms that 
were relevant to the organization. It was 
read by many and most of the readers learnt 
something. A small step in developing the 
organizational knowledge structures was 
taken. Learning was achieved through a 
process of communication, and the quality 
of that process was more important than the 
sophistication of the input. 

The case studies distinguish two different 
processes of successful learning. The first 
process might be called "learning by 
involvement" and it is characterized by the 
program officer taking part in evaluations 
and project reviews and developing know­
ledge together with external expertise - in 
the recipient country or from the donor 
community. The advantages of this mode of 
learning is that it can be easily coordinated 
with decision-making and it is likely to be 
used in practice rapidly. Other advantages is 
that it may tie in easily with other sources 
of learning, such as field visits and 
exchanging experiences with other donor 
organizations. It may lead to a rapid 
development of knowledge structures at the 
level of individuals and sections of the 
organization. The negative aspect is that 
only few people will be concerned and it 
will be a relatively expensive mode of 
learning in terms of NORAD and Ministry 
staff resources. 

The second process might be called "learn­
ing by communication". It is a more 
passive mode of learning where new know­
ledge is served from "the top". Here 
people learn by reading or listening, not by 
doing and active problem-solving. The 
advantage is that the same input can reach 
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many persons at a low cost. To 
achieve a learning effect it is 
more important to have a pro­
cess of high quality than to 
supply sophisticated inputs. 
Given the absorptive capacity 
of the recipients, the communi­
cation must be creative, inter­
esting, fun and provocative - in 
various combinations. The 
negative aspect is that the 
amount of knowledge will be 
small. It is by all evidence not 
possible to transform the sys­
tem rapidly on issues such as 
for example the role of women 
in development, environmental 
concerns and ecological 
balance, democracy in the pro­
cess of cooperation - to name a 
few examples. 

The important point is that both 
processes lead to learning and 
they have a place in the sys­
tem. But the ways of promot­
ing them differ. The organiza­
tion needs strategies and pro­
cesses of promoting each, not 
least does it need to recognize their precon­
ditions. Each mode of learning relates to the 
evaluation system in its own way; learning 
by involvement builds on participation in 
the process. It suggests that the activities are 
initiated and controlled close to the program 
officers. 

Learning by communication, on the other 
hand, may be removed from the operational 
level. The unit in charge needs a wide 
mandate to undertake follow-up activities 
and it should not be limited to conduct 
evaluations only. Table B9.2 summarizes the 
characteristics of the modes of learning. 

Is it too pessimistic to abandon the ambition 
that large numbers of personnel can learn 
substantially from evaluations? Perhaps, but 
for the moment there is nothing to indicate 
that the evaluation system is coming close to 
achieving that type of effects. It is more 
realistic to (1) recognize the value of the 
learning processes that do exist, and (2) to 
remove the obstacles to using them fully. It 

)y inv( 

Reaches a few 

Presupposes high 
absorptive capacity 

Provides difficult inputs 

Emphasis on reliable 
and valid results 

Action-oriented 

Program officers take 
active part 

Often expensive 

Controlled close to the 
users 

Reaches many 

Presupposes low 
absorptive capacity 

Provides easy inputs 

Emphasis on new thoughts 
and holistic perspectives 

The input may not be directly 
applicable 

The stimuli to learn is served 
by others 

Can be cheap 

May be controlled centrally 
or outside the system 

Table B9.2 

Characteristics of two typologies of learning. 

seems to be a more cost-effective way 
ofpromoting organizational learning, even 
though it is not the theoretical optimum of 
learning. 

Several of the evaluations are found in the 
lower left hand corner of figure B9.1. If the 
processes were designed to contribute as 
much as possible to learning, it would 
probably be relatively easy to "push" them 
either to the right so that some people learn 
more, or upward, so that many actually do 
learn something - even though not much. 

Which is best, and which mode of learning 
should have priority: learning by involve­
ment or learning by communication? Is it 
worth more to have some people leam a lot 
than to have many learn a little? It is 
impossible to tell, but it seems likely that an 
organization needs both. The trade-off will 
depend on the status of personnel and the 
knowledge structures at hand. The ideal is 
to move organizational learning to a situa­
tion where several people may be involved 
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in substantial learning (square 2, figure 
B9.1) but the road there goes via learning 
by communication and by involvement. 

93 The content of learning. 
What exactly is it that happens when people 
learn? The key word is change; learning 
implies a change in what we know and, by 
consequence, in how we act. Organizational 
learning similarly means changes in what 
the organization knows and how it acts. 
When speaking of what the organization 
knows, it is convenient to assume that this 
means the content of the dominating know­
ledge structures (be they weak or strong, as 
discussed in chapter 7). The evaluation 
system may provide inputs that change 
knowledge structures, but the extent of 
change varies. 

An organization, like an individual, may 
receive information inputs that demand a 
total overhaul of knowledge structures. 
Assume that an atheist suddenly finds 
evidence that God exists, or a fundamental­
ist who is confronted with evidence of the 
Big Bang. Both will have to revise their 
view of the world. Their old knowledge 
structures break under the impact and new 

ones take their place. 

But the input of information may be quite 
substantial but perhaps it still fits with 
existing knowledge structures. A student of 
physics may be engaged in a research 
programme to explore the content of black 
holes in space. In the course of investigation 
large amounts of information may be 
encountered, but perhaps nothing that alters 
his or her basic view of the world. Learning 
takes place, but the new information is 
incorporated in the old knowledge structures 
and leads to their further development and 
refinement. 

In the theory of learning it is common to 
distinguish between single-loop and dou­
ble-loop learning. The difference between 
the two is that single-loop learning is 
supposed to takeplace within existing know­
ledge structures, developing and refining 
them. Double-loop learning implies that the 
old knowledge structures have become 
redundant and that they no longer help us 
perceive and act in the world (to put it 
drastically). The two types of learning are 
illustrated in figure B9.2. The conclusions 
of this study indicates that the aid administ­
ration is rather good at single-loop learning. 
The system of evaluations and reviews 

Dominating knowledge 

structures 

Action "• Results 

Change within existing ** 

knowledge structures 

Feed back 

Changes of existing 

knowledge structures 

Figure B9.2 Content of learning processes 
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provides information that fits into the exist­
ing knowledge structures, and as long it 
does the results are used in decisions. 

Needless to say, there are also ways of 
improving this type of learning. No system 
is perfect. But the major deficiency of the 
present system is that double-loop learning 
is rare. Still, conditions in the environment 
calls for changes in the dominating know­
ledge structures of the organization. 

The evaluation of Parallel Financing illus­
trates the point. The discussion of where to 
handle the system of parallel financing did 
not require any new thinking. The whole 
controversy took place within an established 
knowledge structure concerning how and 
why things are to be done. The evaluation 
put the already existing views on paper but 
did not really advance any new arguments. 
Nobody needed to change world-view in 
order to accept the evaluation results. But 
the same evaluation also contained view­
points on results. 

The theoretical arguments open up an abyss 
concerning the belief in accountability of aid 
projects, and if accepted would imply a 
drastic rethinking of evaluation. These 
results were largely neglected. There is no 
indication that they were discussed further in 
the organization. To do so would require a 
change of knowledge structures rather than a 
refinement, and perhaps that explains why 
these sections of the evaluation have been 
neglected. 

As the dominating knowledge structures are 
partly non-existent, weak and fragmented 
the task of double-loop learning is difficult. 
At present the evaluation system makes a 
limited contribution, but it has a potential to 
do more. There is a strategic choice to 
make; the first option is to increase staff 
participation in evaluation (evaluation by 
involvement) and make sure that the review 
system is thoroughly synchronized with 
evaluations. 

This implies that control of the evaluation 
function would move closer to the agency. 
Personnel policies would have to be changed 
so that involvement is facilitated. It would 
be a management task to encourage involve­

ment and reward the visible results. At 
present evaluation seems to be given low 
priority at operational levels - obviously this 
would need to be radically changed - which 
is again a management task. If successful, 
learning via involvement would be streng­
thened. 

However, the major avenue for double-loop 
learning lies in learning via communica­
tion. When people learn by actively work­
ing on a task themselves, they make 
progress - but they often do not see problem 
solutions that require changes of their 
structures of know edge. As we have seen, 
the learning by involvement in the system 
is "single-loop". Learning via communi­
cation is more likely to bring inputs for 
double-loop learning, butwill it result in 
such learning? Will the information be 
absorbed? The evidence indicates that it 
would be a slow process; the shifts in 
knowledge structure are not likely to appear 
rapidly. The shifts would probably take 
place via one short step at a time. 

Nevertheless, in the short run this suggest 
that learning via communication is a more 
urgent task than learning by involvement. 
The former should receive priority, but the 
latter must not be neglected. Perhaps it is 
also possible to encourage double-loop 
learning via involvement, for example by 
making sure that managers are engaged in 
inquiries of a policy character. 

The school for development cooperation is 
an arena where both types of learning may 
be tried and encouraged. The curriculum is 
set to introduce and disseminate evaluation 
results and this will automatically increase 
learning via communication. But the 
school could also be an arena for practical 
participation on evaluation teams, for exam­
ple by having some course modules actually 
carrying out evaluations of policy character, 
impact or delivery. This could take the form 
of project work that at the same time solves 
practical problems, and generate learning. 

The environment of development coop­
eration is extremely complex and turbulent. 
A successful organization has to master 
both single- and double loop learning, and 
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in the final end be transformed into a 
system in which many learn and there is a 
high quality of all learning. Learning within 
existing knowledge structures and learning 
to change knowledge structures may not in 
itself be enough. The aid administration also 
has to learn how to learn; that is, it needs to 
develop, introduce and follow-up its system 
of learning and continuously check its 
performance. This is called "meta-learning" 
and that is, in a sense, what this study has 
been about. 
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SECTION C 
Concluding discussion 

Introduction 

The study of learning and evaluation as presented in section B raises 
several questions and point at possible ways of improving the ad 
ministration. Both learning and evaluation are f unctions that cut 
across organizational boundaries, depend on inputs and provide 
results extensively. It is necessary to get a strategic grasp on the 
organization and its development in order to have a relevant 
discussion of learning and evaluation. Section C brings together the 
conclusions from section B and elaborates on the framework of 
learning and evaluation presented in section A. 

Aid activities have different purposes. They also presuppose that the 
aid administration plays certain roles, but roles vary with the type of 
aid. Chapter 1 describes these different types of aid; the role of 
separate levels of the administration; and the consequences in terms 
of evaluation and learning. The chapter distinguishes four separate 
categories of aid based on who controls the funds when they are 
used, and whether the activities are identifiable or not. 

Each type of aid leads to a logical division of responsibilities 
between donor and recipient and between levels of the administration. 
But what happens when all types are combined in one administ­
ration? The system itself will be complex. Governance, control and 
coordination become more costly and require higher competence. The 
same applies to learning and evaluation. Chapter 2 outlines the 
characteristics of a system where all types of aid are combined, 
although there is a strategic shift to more recipient controlled and 
non-identifiable activities. 
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1. EVALUATION IN A CHANG­
ING ORGANISATIONAL 
CONTEXT 

The Norwegian aid administration's new 
strategy for development assistance implies 
that responsibility should increasingly be 
shifted over from donor to recipient. As a 
rule aid should be integrated with the 
recipient country's own development activi­
ties. NORAD would be responsible for 
government-to-government development co­
operation. The new strategy calls for a move 
from project/programme level assistance to 
sectoral assistance and financial instruments. 
To put the recipient in focus implies a 
gradual reduction in the administrative bur­
den of the aid administration; considerable 
changes in the division of responsibilities 
both internally and externally; and even­
tually in the organisational structure itself. 
The evaluation would also be affected. 

1.1 Four scenarios for development 
assistance 

A variety of instruments or mechanisms for 
aid delivery are used by the international 
community. These could be differentiated as 
illustrated in figure C.1.1. Donor controlled 
activities on the one hand, e.g. construction 

of infrastructure by foreign contractors; the 
recipient controlled activities on the other, 
e.g. donor assisted research programmes 
carried out entirely by the recipient country. 

The other distinction is between develop­
ment efforts which consist of identifiable 
activities, such as traditional projects, and 
non-identifiable activities, such as financial 
inputs into larger sectoral budgets where 
funds are not ear-marked for specific activi­
ties. 

Examples of the four types of aid activities 
are listed in table C.1.1. The first type of 
activities are very demanding for the donor 
in terms of management, but the accounta­
bility is high. The latter demands little in 
terms of management but since there is no 
way to identify what funds are used for, the 
accountability is correspondingly low. The 
Norwegian strategy in its intentions would 
imply a move in the direction from category 
1 towards category 4. 

The four types of aid activities represent 
four different scenarios of how aid 
administrations could be organised; particu­
larly regarding the demand for management 

Identifiable 
aid activities 

Non-identifiable 
aid activities 

Donor controlled 

i 
(scenario 1) 

3 
(scenario 3) 

Recipient controlled 

2 
(scenario 2) 

4 
(scenario 4) 

Figure C.1.1 Different types of aid activities/scenarios 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Identifiable, largely donor controlled 

Project and programme assistance 

Sectoral activities 

Country programme support 
Regional programmes 

Equity investment programmes 

Volunteer services 

- Etc. 

Identifiable, recipient controlled 
Project and programme assistance 

Sectoral activities 

Concessionary credits 

Mixed credits 

Export promotion activities 

- Etc. 

Non-identifiable, donor controlled 
NGO-implemented activities 

Support through industry/trade organisations 

Support through research establishments 

- Etc. 

Non-identifiable, recipient controlled 

Balance of payment support 

Import support 

Commodity support 

Servicing of national debt 

Table C.1.1 Different types of development aid activities 
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resources and the design of evaluation 
systems. The four scenarios are discussed 
below. 

Scenario 1: 

Identifiable, donor controlled aid activi­
ties 

The first scenario involves the traditional 
project/programme assistance which is 
largely controlled by the donor country. The 
donor identifies development efforts, and is 
engaged in planning, implementation, moni­
toring and evaluation. The formal responsi­
bility lies with the recipient, but for various 
reasons, the donor is involved throughout 
the project cycle at a very detailed level. 
Typical reasons would be that the recipient 
country'sinstitutional capability is low, the 
donor's confidence in the recipient country's 
policy is low, that development activities 
have a low priority in the recipient govern­
ment (e.g. poverty oriented assistance), etc. 
In many cases there is a strong component 
of technical assistance personnel involved, 
which further increases accountability. The 
aid activities in this scenario are identifiable 
in the sense that it can be established 
exactly for what purpose funds have been 
used (e.g. hospitals, roads, experls, scholar­
ships, etc.). 

Aid activities under this scenario can be 
applied in all recipient countries regardless 
of local management capabilities or policy, 
since the donor is strongly involved at all 
stages. For the same reason, this type of 
development aid is very demanding in terms 
of management for the donor; and usually 
requires considerable institutional capacity 
both at ministry and agency level and in 
field offices in the recipient countries, as 
indicated in figure C.1.2. Donors such as 
Germany and USA channel large shares of 
aid this way and have designed organisa­
tions with large headquarters and strong 
extension offices in the field. 

Scenario 2: 

Identifiable, recipient controlled aid acti­
vities 

The second scenario involves much the 
same type of activities as the first scenario, 

but with the important distinction that the 
recipient country identifies, plans, imple­
ments, and evaluates activities. It is nor­
mally applied in more developed countries 
or those with considerable institutional 
capability. The donor can establish exactly 
for what purpose funds have been used. 
Examples would be project and programme 
assistance, credit schemes for investments, 
export promotion activities, etc. , and may 
involve technical assistance personnel from 
the donor country. 

This type of aid is less demanding in terms 
of management capacity at the donors side, 
as illustrated in figure C.1.2. It would still 
require an extension system with field 
officers in the recipient countries but would 
be considerably less demanding than 
scenario 1 since most of the planning, 
implementation and evaluation activities are 
carried out by the recipient. Many donor 
countries provide this type of development 
assistance in a number of the more develo­
ped countries, and some countries have 
established separate agencies which are 
specialised in this type of assistance, for 
instance Sweden (BITS) and France. 

Scenario 3: 

Non-identifiable, donor controlled aid 

The third scenario typically involves an 
intermediary agency between the donor and 
the recipient, such as NGOs, industries, 
trade organisations, research establishments, 
etc. The aid is non-identifiable for the donor 
in the sense that it involves certain contribu­
tions to the intermediary's total budget, 
investment programme, etc; while identifi­
cation, planning, implementation and eva­
luation is taken care of by the intermediary 
organisation alone or in cooperation with 
institutions in the recipient organisation. 

This type of aid can be applied in all 
countries, under the assumption that the 
intermediaryagency is able to provide the 
necessary institutional capability. The donor 
needs no permanent extension in recipient 
countries as indicated in figure C.1.2, since 
the aid programme can be negotiated 
directly between the headquarters of the 
donor agency and the intermediary. Techni-

74 



Section C, chapter 1. Evaluation in a changing org. context 
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cal assistance personnel is provided by the 
intermediary organisation. 

Scenario 4: 

Non-identifiable, recipient controlled aid 

The fourth scenario involves direct transfer 
of funds between governments in the donor 
and recipient country. Examples would be 
balance of payment support, import support, 
commodity support and contributions to 
servicing national debt. This is the least 
demanding in terms of management capabi­

lity on the donors side. The aid agency may 
not even be necessary, nor any field offices 
as indicated in figure C.1.2. The Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs and the embassies of the 
donor country have the necessary capability. 

The aid is non-identifiable in the sense that 
it consists of contributions to larger budgets 
in the recipient country which are not 
ear-marked for specific purposes. Hence 
accountability may be low. It presupposes 
that the donor has a high degree of 
confidence in the recipient government's 
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policy. Technical assistance personnel from 
the donor country would be involved only 
occasionally. 

discuss evaluation requirement, a distinction 
between three types of evaluations can be 
made: 

1.2 Evaluation requirement in the 
four scenarios 

As mentioned, the four scenarios represent a 
trend from administratively "heavy" aid to 
administratively "light" aid. The require­
ments of evaluation systems would be 
different in the four cases. In order to 

Policy level evaluations (P) which are 
undertaken in order to generate 
knowledge for decision-making at the 
highest level in the administration. 
Examples would be broad thematic 
evaluations of different types of aid 
delivery instruments (e.g. concessionary 
credit programmes), or a type of aid 
policy (e.g. poverty-oriented aid, 
support to private sector), etc. 
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Impact evaluations (I) where the focus 
is on projects, programmes, sectoral 
activities, etc. in order to determine the 
effectiveness, the wider impacts, 
relevance and sustainability of aid 
activities. Examples would be studies of 
health impact from water supply 
programmes, studies of employment and 
social consequences of private sector 
investment, etc. 

Aid delivery evaluations (A) which are 
the limited assessments of whether aid 
activities have been implemented as 
foreseen (i.e. in quantity, quality and on 
time). This usually involves rather 
limited reviews of delivery based on 
information from the implementing 
organisation (e.g. project reviews) 

Within the four scenarios evaluations would 
ideally be done at separate levels in the aid 
administration, as follows: 

Scenario 1: 

Identifiable, donor controlled aid 

In the first scenario, where the control of aid 
delivery is administered largely by the aid 
agency and its field offices, the ministry 
would ideally limit its evaluation activities 
to policy related issues, e.g. to the review of 
certain types of aid policy on the basis of 
experiences from the field, as described in 
figure C.1.3 and C.1.4. 

At the agency level, impact evaluations 
would be a main concern in order to satisfy 
the organisation's own need for learning, 
decisionmaking and accountability, and such 
evaluations would usually be initiated by the 
donor. But the agency would also need to 
concentrate more on policy oriented evalua­
tions in order to draw lessons from aid 
activities which can feed into the overall 
discussion of aid policy. 

At the field office level, aid delivery 
evaluations would be the main focus, in 
terms of for instance regular project 
reviews. Also, they may to some extent 
contribute to impact evaluations or prepare 
the ground for them. 

In those cases where the recipient has 

sufficient institutional capability and the 
donor has sufficient confidence in the 
implementing institutions, evaluation of aid 
delivery and impact could also be done by 
the recipient. 

Scenario 2: 

Identifiable, recipient controlled aid 

At the Ministry level the situation would be 
much the same as in the previous scenario 
where the focus would be on policy 
evaluations. 

Bearing in mind that the recipient organisa­
tions would be responsible for both identifi­
cation, planning, implementation and eva­
luation of aid activities, the donor agency 
would need to concentrate on policy level 
evaluation activities, for instance sectoral 
studies and aggregation of evaluation results 
from studies undertaken by the recipient. 

The field office would have a limited role in 
evaluation, for instance in terms of partici­
pating in joint evaluation teams or review­
ing the effectiveness of the evaluation 
system at recipients end, as indicated in 
figure C.1.3 and C.1.4. 

Scenario 3: 

Non-identifiable, donor controlled aid 

In the third scenario, all types of evaluation 
of aid activities would be undertaken by the 
intermediary organisation, and the aid 
administration's role would be very limited, 
as indicated in figure C.1.3 and C.1.4. 
Again the ministry would concentrate on 
policy level evaluation activities, while at 
the agency level the focus would be to 
relate to evaluation reports from the inter­
mediary organisation, to aggregate evalua­
tion results on the basis ofthese, and review 
the effectiveness of the evaluation systems 
of the intermediary organisation. 

Scenario 4: 

Non-identifiable, recipient controlled aid 

In the fourth scenario, development assis­
tance takes the form of injections of funds 
into larger budgets in the recipient country, 
and is therefore not identifiable in the sense 
that donor funds can be traced back to 
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specific purposes. Consequently there is 
nothing that can be evaluated by the donor 
except the broader policy issues (e.g. per­
taining to the socio-economic policy, the 
human rights situation in the country, or its 
democracy). Since there is no development 
agency on the donors side, the donor would 
have to rely on its own policy research as 
well as intelligence from other sources such 
as the World Bank, Amnesty, World Watch, 
etc. 

13 The combined situation 
Although some countries have organised 
their aid administration in separate agencies 
handling different types of aid (for instance 
Sweden), most countries channel several 
types of aid through the same organisation 
(such as Denmark, the Netherlands, U.S.A. 
and Norway). 

The combined situation would of course 
require an extensive aid administration with 
institutional capacity both at ministry, 
agency and field level, as indicated in figure 
C.1.2. In terms of evaluation needs, the 
combined situation would also require the 
most extensive evaluation system, dictated 
by the needs of all four scenarios, as 

illustrated in figure C.1.3 and C.1.4. 

The composition of the different types of 
aid varies in different countries. At present 
there is a tendency in many countries to 
move away from traditional donor control­
led project assistance towards support for 
larger programmes and increasing calls to 
make recipient governments responsible. In 
other words a move towards less adminis­
tratively demanding types of aid 

A shift in the composition of development 
aid from scenario one towards scenario 
four, however, would imply a corresponding 
shift in evaluation system, where impact 
evaluation and aid delivery evaluation is 
moved from the ministry and agency (HQ) 
level towards the field office and the 
recipient, as illustrated in figure C.1.5. 

In contrast, the present evaluation system in 
the Norwegian administration is essentially 
based at the ministry level (policy and 
impact evaluations), while the evaluation of 
aid delivery has mostly been initiated at the 
agency level. In recent years there has been 
a reduction in impact evaluations of indivi­
dual projects and programmes undertaken 
by the ministry, and a corresponding in­
crease in policy- oriented evaluations, which 
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reflects the new strategy being introduced. 
However, a further decentralisation of the 
evaluationsystem would be necessary to 
meet the challenges of the emerging situa­
tion. These challenges are discussed in more 
detail in chapter C2, below. 

1.4 Conclusions 
The strategy chosen to guide Norwegian 
development assistance in the 90's suggests 
a move towards less administrative demand­
ing types of aid, which will change the role 
of the donor, the donors' organisational 
needs, and correspondingly the evaluation 
system. 

At present, evaluation is highly centralised. 
Both policy evaluations, impact evaluations 
and to some extent evaluation of aid 
delivery are initiated at the ministry level. 
The evaluation system at agency and field 
office level is un-coordinated, ad-hoc and 
without any quality control support. 

In light of the present division of responsibi­
lities between the Ministry, agency and field 
offices; current international experience; and 
the new strategy for Norwegian aid, a major 
initiative to decentralise the evaluation sys­
tem should be made. This would imply that 
the Ministry should by and large confine its 
role to policy oriented evaluations; the 
agency should concentrate on policy-orien­
ted evaluations of direct relevance to its aid 
activities plus impact evaluations; and the 
field office and the recipient should increas­
ingly take over the role to evaluate impact 
of aid and monitor aid delivery. 
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2. EVALUATION IN A LEARN­
ING ORGANISATION 

2.1 A differentiated and flexible 
evaluation system 

The changes towards increased responsibi­
lity for the recipient, and decentralisation of 
Norwegian aid indicated in the new strategy 
will not be carried out immediately and 
across the whole field of development aid at 
the same time. On the contrary, it will be 
necessary with a gradual shift in modes of 
development aid and a differentiated imple­
mentation of the various parts of the 
development assistance. For instance, the 
degree to which the recipient will be able to 
manage aid activities will vary from country 
to country and from sector to sector. 

This means that elements from the various 
scenarios described in the previous chapter 
will exist side by side simultaneously - both 
today and for a long time in the future. The 
evaluation systems can correspondingly not 
be redirected quickly and permanently 
towards a situation where aid is completely 
recipient-managed, with only non-identifi­
able activities (scenario 4). 

The main conclusions are therefore: 

The evaluation system must be 
differentiated and flexible, adapted to 
the various forms and plans of 
development assistance. At the same 
time it must be able to detect and pass 
on results from all these various kinds 
of assistance. 

The evaluation system must however be 
clear and unambiguous in relation to 
which bodies are responsible for the 
various evaluation measures, the 
objectives of different evaluations and 
the follow-up of results. 

The evaluation system must be 
structured so as to promote accumu­
lation and channelling of knowledge 
geared to active use within various 
learning arenas, both on the side of the 
donor and the recipient. 

We emphasise that our definition of the 
evaluation system does not include the 

current administrative reporting systems 
associated with finance (The Plan II- sys­
tem) and activities (four month-reports, 
annual reports etc.). It encompasses evalua­
tions related to aid deliveries, impact of aid 
and policy issues as described in chapter 
C.1.2. 

2.2 A learning organisation 
The main focus of this evaluation is how 
the Norwegian aid administration learns 
from its own experiences, as expressed in 
project reviews and evaluations. 

If learning is the overall purpose, we 
strongly emphasise that improving the eva­
luation system, the tools, the methods and 
the procedures is necessary, but not at all 
sufficient. More efficient administration of 
and carrying out the different types of 
evaluation will not create learning in itself, 
if not the aid administration is developed as 
a learning organisation. 

With reference to Figure A.1.2 which 
describes different factors affecting organi­
sational learning, it is also obvious that 
effective learning depends on different in­
puts and a successful combination of them. 
Experience from development activities in 
the field, experience of other individuals 
and aid administrations, information ex­
tracted from research, literature and cor­
porate memory are some of these others 
sources which generate learning together 
with project reviews and evaluations. 

Further it is necessary to focus the structure 
and the corporate culture within the aid 
administration. Different inputs is of little 
help if there is a lack of learning arenas for 
discussing, processing and integrating the 
inputs. 

It is therefore a need to both improve the 
evaluation system and develop the corporate 
culture towards a learning organisation. 

Concerning the task of creating a learning 
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organisation, we will advice concentration 
on the following main requirements: 

Learning arenas characterized by an 
open, inquiring, supporting and tolerant 
culture of learning. The arenas must 
give room for discussions on 
experiences from aid activities as well 
as overall policies, objectives and 
strategies. 

Most of the learning arenas must be 
localized as integrated parts of the 
different divisions of the aid administ­
ration, but also connected with special 
branches as IDOK and the School of 
Development Cooperation. 

A leadership on all levels who gives 
high priority to learning, and takes 
active part in the discussion on learning 
arenas. It is essential that activities on 
learning arenas are given the necessary 
priority. One should avoid a situation 
where learning activities depend on the 
individual staff member's initiatives or 
where learning is permanently 
suppressed by day-to-day tasks. 

A corporate memory developed with 
great emphasis on simplification of 
accessibility, easy linkage between the 
different parts and a selection of 
material within the "active" part of the 
memory consisting of information with 
high relevance and application. The 
corporate memory must be supported 
and supplemented by other sources and 
methods for learning. 

2.3 Some implications for evaluation 
activities 

On the basis of the main requirements 
described in the previous sections, we will 
indicate a few specific consequences asso­
ciated both with the general organising of 
evaluation activities, communication and 
learning, and point to some possible con­
sequences relating to organisation. 

1. Ministerial level 

At Ministerial level the evaluation activities 
need to concentrate on questions of an 

overall, principal nature closely associated 
with policy and the top management's need 
for information. This would imply a certain 
amount of restructuring in relation to 
today's situation; in the first place by 
placing the responsibility for evaluation of 
concrete aid activities outside the Ministry, 
namely with the agency, field offices and 
the recipient. 

This does not say that the results of such 
evaluations should not be communicated to 
and dealt with by the Ministry as basis for 
decision-making, control and learning. On 
the contrary, it will be particularly impor­
tant to ensure that evaluation results are 
extracted, compiled and communicated 
internally in the Ministry from a wide basis. 
The Ministry should also approve the 
standards and requirements of the evalua­
tion system, and monitor it's performance to 
ensure that the system is efficient and 
functions as intended. 

Altogether we believe the Ministry's tasks 
should be mainly: 

Undertake policy-oriented thematic 
evaluations. Examples would be 
evaluation of main objectives and 
strategies,such as the different 
instruments or mechanisms for aid 
delivery, and policy studies that provide 
inputs for learning on issues of a 
political nature, and that cut across 
organisational and disciplinary 
boundaries. 

Evaluate other forms of aid than 
bilateral aid 

Approve standards and requirements of 
the total system for evaluation, define 
structures, assign parts and main 
precepts and monitor the quality of the 
system, ie carry out meta-evaluation. 

Discuss questions relating to evaluation 
systems and evaluation precepts 
together with the agency in inter­
national organisations, such as OECD, 
IMF,IBRD, UN etc. and communicate 
outcome and experiences into 
Norwegian aid administration. 
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2. Agency level 

At the agency level evaluation activities 
need to be strengthened. Also at this level 
policy-related evaluations may be initiated, 
but directly associated with assessment of 
programmes, sectors and country. There will 
still be a need for evaluations of actual aid 
projects where this cannot be referred to the 
field offices or the recipient. We propose 
that the diffuse and unnecessary distinction 
between project evaluations and project 
reviews is abandoned, and that one term 
only is employed: Project level evaluation. 

The agency ought to develop a decentralized 
evaluation system, and support the recipient 
with advice, development of methodology 
and implementation of evaluations. Likew­
ise, there is a need to institutionalize the 
quality control of evaluations, both internal, 
as well as those produced by field offices 
and recipients. 

On this basis the following tasks would be 
the responsibility of the agency: 

Produce relevant information on 
country level as inputs to the Ministry's 
country-strategy documents and the 
regular country-programme documents. 

Initiate and undertake evaluation of 
sectors, programmes and projects. A 
prerequisite would be that an evaluation 
programme exists which is closely tied 
to decision- and knowledge needs. Some 
evaluations are programmed in bilateral 
agreements, with the emphasis on 
assessing efficiency and making 
proposals for change. Other evaluations 
will focus on questions related to the 
results of development aid, such as 
impacts and sustainability. In some 
cases it will also be pertinent to carry 
out evaluations in cooperation with 
other development aid agencies. 

Initiate evaluations that have a 
significant potential for learning. 

Develop the procedures and methods 
for impact evaluation, including the 
development of impact indicators. This 
includes to provide field offices and 
possibly also the recipient, with 

professional assistance in connection 
with the implementation of evaluations. 
Some of this assistance will be 
associated with developing standards for 
agreements, reporting etc. and also with 
supervising evaluation work with 
quality control and feedback. 

3. Field office level 

The field offices' role in the evaluation 
system will also have to be strengthened. 
More responsibility need to be delegated to 
the field offices in order to carry out project 
level evaluations, possibly in cooperation 
with the recipient. 

Their role would mainly be to: 

Participate in the production of 
information on country level, 
undertaken by the agency, as an input to 
country- programme documents and 
country-strategy analyses 

Participate in and possibly undertake 
evaluations of sectors, programmes 
and projects. Such evaluations may be 
carried out partly with the help of 
independent teams, mixed teams or 
entirely as internal teams. To an 
increasing extent it should be relevant 
to carry out the evaluations in 
cooperation with the recipient. 

Monitor and review the quality of 
project evaluations administered by the 
recipient. 

4. Recipient level 

The recipient's involvement in evaluation 
also need to be strengthened. In country-
programme agreements and agreements at 
project/programme level it must be clearly 
defined what responsibility rests with the 
recipient, in terms of evaluating aid delivery 
and impact, or contribute to such evalua­
tions. 

The role of the recipient would mainly be: 

Administer or carry out project level 
evaluations 

Participate in project-, programme- and 
sector level evaluations carried out 
under the auspices of the donor. 
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A major question which ought to be 
answered at all levels is related to the 
relevance and independence of evaluations. 
We do not think it possible to make clear 
distinctions, but propose that the necessary 
degree of independence for each particular 
case is assessed and on this basis a team 
selected and mandate formulated. In some 
cases completely independent teams would 
be required, in other cases stronger partici­
pation by the aid administration or the 
recipient. The important aspect is a high 
degree of responsibility both in the planning 
and mandate formulation phase of evalua­
tions. 

2.4 Some implications for communi­
cation and learning activities 

1. Ministerial level 
At Ministerial level, as mentioned above, 
evaluation of bilateral aid might be reduced. 
Processing evaluation material, passing on 
and working out the follow-up documents 
may, however, be strengthened. Feedback to 
the other parts of aid administration about 
the quality of the evaluation system would 
be added. Also, there is a continued need to 
establish and organize seminars, and prepare 
material as input for these and other 
learning arenas. 

* 

The Ministry's main function would be to 
use evaluations to promote learning via 
communication. This means to: 

Process results from thematic 
evaluations and work out proposals for 
follow-up and decision-making 
documents. 

Extract lessons from evaluation 
material prepared by the aid 
administration, the recipient and other 
aid agencies and communicate this 
internally. 
Communicate evaluation experience 
to the Ministry head, Parliament, media, 
international organisations and other aid 
agencies, including participating in 
international fora on questions relating 
to evaluation. 

2. 

Give feedback to other parts of the aid 
administration on the quality of the total 
evaluation system. 

Establish learning arenas such as 
internal professional seminars and 
systematic communication and 
discussions of experiences and other 
learning material in regular meetings. 

Agency Level 
At the agency level the main tasks would be 
to process and synthesize evaluation results, 
collect and store information in the "Cor­
porate memory", communicate internally 
for training purposes and report to the 
Ministry and international fora. Also, 
arrangements for upgrading skills in the 
evaluation field and development of metho­
dology should be established. 

The agency's role in a decentralized evalua­
tion system would include the following 
functions, to: 

Initiate and undertake project-, 
programme- and sector level evaluations 
and prepare proposals for follow-up-
and decision-making documents 

Synthesize results from evaluations and 
evaluations carried out by field offices 
and recipients and communicate such 
results internally and to the Ministry. 

Continue to strengthen and develop 
IDOK and the internal archive as 
central media for collecting, sorting, 
storing and communicating information. 
It is important that IDOK is expanded 
in order to become a central source of 
knowledge that is accessible to the 
public and can serve all parties involved 
in Norwegian aid directly or indirectly. 
An interconnection of the different 
storage medias and their accessibility 
must be worked out to better ensure 
active use. 
Ensure that report material processed 
by field offices becomes accessible in 
IDOK. In the same way it is vital to 
ensure that material from international 
organisations and other aid agencies is 
accessible. 
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Carry out training and exchange 
experience in connection with 
evaluations within the agency and the 
field offices. Provide feedback on the 
quality of project evaluations carried out 
by field offices or the recipient. 

Participate and follow up the work in 
international organisations e.g. 
communicate evaluation material and 
experiences of evaluation methods and 
general procedures. 

Establish and develop internal 
learning arenas mostly as separate 
internal fora, partly as elements in 
ordinary meetings, but also through 
processing and use of evaluation results 
at School of Development cooperation. 

3. Field office level 

For the field offices it will be important to 
make use of material from evaluations 
carried out under their own management, or 
in cooperation with the recipient or under 
the recipient's management, in their own 
internal training. 

Their main tasks would be: 

Process and communicate results from 
their own evaluation activities and 
evaluations carried out by the recipient, 
to the agency. 

Communicate results of evaluations to 
the recipient and make use of evaluation 
material in a dialogue with the recipient. 

Establish internal learning arenas tied 
to the field office. 

4. Recipient level 

The recipient side need to be more directly 
involved in evaluation activities at all stages, 
and eventually be able to monitor and 
evaluate aid activities and report the findings 
to the donor. 

5. General 
At all levels of the aid administration 
evaluations will only be one of several 
sources of learning. Individual field 
experience, the experience of colleagues, 
research, literature, conferences etc. will 
often be equally or more important sources. 

It is however important that evaluations and 
all other sources of information also are 
made accessible in learning arenas which 
are not part of the ordinary management 
procedure and which are characterized by 
an open and inquiring learning environment. 

Dialogue, exchange of opinions and 
exchange of experience are central functions 
to promote learning. Such functions will 
often have low precedence in relation to 
actual procedures and day by day tasks. At 
all levels it is therefore important for 
management to ensure that development of 
competence is given the strategic position 
necessary in a learning organisation. An 
up-dated, continuously learning organisation 
where the knowledge is shared rather than 
remaining part of the individual's informa­
tion base, will also be well prepared for 
more immediate, current tasks - even in 
situations with a high turnover of personnel. 

In addition, evaluations may be integrated 
and used in planning- and decision-making 
documents in a more standardized form. 
This would include guidelines for report 
standards, standard front covers which may 
be stored in data bases, and planning-, 
decision-making and report documents with 
a standard form where appraisal of evalua­
tion results become obligatory. 

2.5 Some organisational implica­
tions 

At last we will indicate a few consequences 
related to organisation, structure and pro­
cedures. 

1. Ministerial level 

At Ministerial level it is necessary to 
maintain an evaluation unit. When concen­
trating evaluation activities to thematic 
evaluations and evaluation of other than 
bilateral aid, the capacity can be used to a 
larger extent to ensure quality in the total 
evaluation system; synthesize and communi­
cate evaluation results, and communicate 
with international evaluation fora. Also, the 
existence of an evaluation unit above the 
agency level adds credit to the total evalua­
tion system. 
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2. Agency level 
For the agency it seems to be a need to 
establish a separate evaluation unit, or 
designate some part of the organisation to 
be responsible for development of methodo­
logy, training, professional support and 
safeguarding of quality. Such a unit is 
presumed to have such functions both in 
relation to divisions of the agency, field 
offices, and the recipient. It will be espe­
cially important to give support to field 
offices. A high rate of turnover of person­
nel, increased responsibility for evaluations 
and limited capacity require the evaluation 
unit at the agency to be able to give 
considerable support in particular cases. 

We would assume that the administration 
and execution of sector-, programme- and 
project level evaluation would be vested in 
the individual divisions of the agency and 
the field offices. This means that regional 
divisions as well as technical divisions and 
field offices may incept and administer 
evaluations within the agency's total evalua­
tion programme. 

3. Field office level 
For the field offices the scope of tasks 
related to evaluations would increase. This 
also applies vis a vis recipients where both 
implementation of joint evaluations and 
supervision and appraisal of evaluations 
undertaken by the recipient may be relevant. 
A need for increased capacity and com­
petence at the field offices is likely even 
though professional assistance from the 
agency would be a considerable resource. 

4. Recipient level 
For the recipient, increased responsibility 
for evaluations may in many cases require 
professional support from the aid administ­
ration, primarily from the field offices; in 
order to strengthen the recipient's capacity 
and competence in this field. 

5. General 

At all levels the new strategy seems to 
imply a need to improve evaluation and 
reporting systems. A central element will be 
to increase professionalism of leaders and 

professional staff in processing information 
needs, formulate mandates, initiate and 
administer evaluations, process evaluation 
results for implementation and learning. The 
overall purpose is to ensure that evaluations 
are integrated and synchronized with the 
aid administration as an essential instrument 
for better development aid. 
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The following studies were undertaken as part of the present evaluation. The papers are 
available in Norwegian, only. 

1. Contents analysis of a number of evaluations and project reviews, by Knut Samset, 
Scanteam International, 36p, December 1991 

2. Case-study of Institute of Development Management (IDM) Tanzania, by Knut Samset, 
Scanteam International, 20p, December 1991 

3. Case-study of "Country Study and Norwegian Aid Review, Tanzania", by Otto 
Hauglin, Asplan Analyse, 26p, December, 1991 

4. Case-study of the evaluation of "Import Support, Tanzania , by Kim Forss, Andante 
Consulting, 19p, December 1991 

5. An analysis of NORAD's information and documentation center, archive and training 
sections, by Otto Hauglin, Asplan Analyse, 21p, June, 1992 

6. Case-study of "Socio-cultural conditions in development assistance", by Kim Forss, 
Andante Consulting, 18p, June, 1992 

7. Case-study of the evaluation of "Parallel Financing and Mixed Credits", by Kim Forss, 
Andante Consulting, 18p, June, 1992 
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evaluations and project reviews, by Kim Forss, Andante Consulting, 56p, June, 1992 

11. Summary of interviews with managers and desk officers in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs and NORAD, by Otto Hauglin, Asplan Analyse, 15p, June, 1992 
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