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Preface 
 
 

In its mission to promote analytic approaches among actors in the field of non-governmental 
cooperation, the F3E wishes to encourage the sharing of NGO practice. The capitalisation of 
studies and experience is a means for International Solidarity Organisations (ISOs) to im-
prove their actions. 

That is the reason why three capitalisation studies have been carried out since 2000 on the 
themes of ISO Projects in the Micro-credit Sector, Autonomisation of Development Projects 
and Dialogue between Private and Public Actors. Another capitalisation study is currently 
under way on the theme Support Strategies for Exportation by the Food and/or Craft Indus-
tries to Northern Countries. 

The initiative for the present study came out of the observation, made at the 2002 General As-
sembly, that evaluations were becoming increasingly common. This led the F3E to consider 
the effectiveness of the evaluations it supported. That is why the association decided to carry 
out a capitalisation study on the theme, thus applying to its own practices the quality control 
approach that it proposes to the ISOs. 

The objective of this capitalisation is to identify expected changes and products by means of 
an evaluation carried out with the various protagonists in a project or institution, and to inves-
tigate the mechanisms for change initiated by an evaluation and identify the conditions for 
these changes. 
It is aimed at two types of actors: on the one hand, F3E representatives and, on the other hand, 
F3E members and all actors involved in international solidarity who practise external evalua-
tion  
Two documents have therefore been drawn up. The first, entitled “Notes to the F3E General 
Assembly”, presents a certain number of broad-based conclusions and recommendations for 
the entire F3E set-up so as to enable it to mentor its members more effectively. It is summa-
rised in the box below. The second, which you have just started reading, is a set of “directions 
for evaluation” aimed at greater mastery of the process by the actors concerned. 

The capitalisation study builds upon the experience of evaluating twenty-six ISOs that as-
sessed their actions with the help of the F3E between 1998 and 2002. It is based on a ques-
tionnaire survey of F3E members, two exchange workshops, (one for “resource-persons”, the 
other for evaluators and ISOs), and fifteen “rapid evaluation studies”, carried out by means of 
interviews with ISOs, donors and occasionally evaluators in France, Mali and Burkina Faso.  

The study was carried out by a team of external experts and a project manager from the F3E 
secretariat. It was supervised by a steering committee made up of member organisations of 
the F3E, representatives of the public authorities and external “resource-persons”. Finally, a 
working group, made up of various “resource-persons”, contributed to the team’s reflections 
by reacting to the suggestions made by the panel of experts. This enabled them to benefit 
from multiple points of view and experiences.  

We hope you enjoy reading the report and will be very interested in your remarks and sugges-
tions concerning the study, or any new capitalisation theme! 
 
 

The F3E Team  
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F3E’s Strategic Reflection on the Conditions for Effective Evaluation 

 

The present document is the product of a capitalisation study of the F3E’s evaluation activities over 
ten years.  

It follows on from an initial report, entitled “Notes to the F3E General Assembly”, discussed at that 
meeting on 26 June 2004. This report puts into perspective the evaluation tool and its effectiveness in 
the more global framework of the F3E and its role in promoting quality control. 

In order to establish the position of the present guide regarding the effectiveness of evaluations, we 
shall now present the main elements of this work and the follow-up actions envisaged by F3E repre-
sentatives.  
 
Main Conclusions concerning the Effectiveness of F3E Evaluations 

The “F3E evaluation tool” is appreciated by but not always appropriate to the wide range of actors, 
and their needs and expectations. It is sometimes not very effective with regard to certain needs, or 
creates ambiguity due to sometimes contradictory expectations (often in terms of accountability on the 
one hand, learning on the other). 

The effectiveness of an evaluation is also to some extent external to it, particularly with respect to 
the internal methodological culture of the organisation and its partners, and also to the way it fits into 
cycles of adjustment or change.  

It is based on two main driving forces, which are an external viewpoint (objectivity, recommenda-
tions) and internal assimilation (a significant issue for an intercultural partnership exercise).  

In addition, the exercise remains too centred on Northern countries and is also undervalued (in 
Southern countries as well). On this last point, essential to the usefulness and effectiveness of an eva-
luation, we observe that the conclusions of evaluations are unequally shared, that the actors that carry 
them out do not always have the capacity to take advantage of the conclusions that they validate, and 
that it is not only a question of means but also of mentoring change. But the mentoring and require-
ments of the F3E end with the validation of the final report. 

 

Main Recommendations formulated with regard to the Role and Position of the F3E. 
The issue for the F3E is to deal more globally with the question of “NGO quality” and less specifi-

cally with the “evaluation”. This has long been a major issue for the F3E, which already offers a di-
verse range of services. It is also an approach shared with a number of actors. For the F3E, it would be 
a question of: 

• on the one hand, continuing and improving its core activities (diversification tools, quality, capi-
talisation, re-centring in Southern countries) and in particular improving the mentoring of evalua-
tions  

• on the other hand, enlivening the area of collaboration by developing a resource centre function 
for methods and practices: information and support concerning quality and evaluations etc, initiat-
ing discussion, diffusion, valorisation and capitalisation activities. 

 
Main Recommendations formulated with regard to the Tools and Services of the F3E 

The main observation from capitalisation is that in order to be effective, the current evaluation mo-
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del used by the F3E cannot respond to expectations that are too numerous, contradictory or inexplicit. 
Yet it is currently one of the few tools available for dealing with diverse mentoring requirements. 
These expectations and needs correspond to dissimilar operations that require different evaluative 
approaches and evaluators. 

That is why it is necessary to diversify mentoring tools and methods. This set of complementary 
tools, in parallel with targeted training programmes, will also enable actors to assess the results, effects 
and impacts of their actions, through global reinforcement of their tools and methodological capabili-
ties. 

This diversification will particularly concern, for example: 
• the concept of evaluation: more strategic evaluations that fit better into cycles of change, institu-
tional evaluation, more oriented towards the organisational issues of actors in Northern countries 
and their partnership relations, assisted self-evaluation, impact evaluations complementary to the 
more traditional evaluations of results, etc. 

• quality control tools complementary to the evaluation in order to reinforce its effectiveness: in 
particular through mentoring change and the implementation of conclusions and recommendations, 
also trying to re-centre evaluations more towards Southern countries, reinforcing internal monitor-
ing/evaluation procedures and capabilities by means of capitalisation of internal experience etc. 

 

This document led to ongoing strategic reflection, concerning the development of the procedure and 
its activities. 

Positions of the F3E General Assembly and Committee regarding this Document  
These proposed developments were discussed at the General Assembly of 26 June 2004. The As-

sembly reaffirmed the need to diversify the range of F3E tools and services above and beyond the 
evaluation, in order better to accommodate the diversification of F3E members observed over three 
years. Two questions were raised: 

• to what extent should the F3E broaden and diversify its range of tools and services? Should we 
focus more on improving and diversifying the evaluations, our core activity, or on furthering our role 
in quality control and institutional support for ISOs? 

• how should the F3E link up with other actors in the field of international cooperation? The F3E is 
one actor among many, and the roles of the various actors in international solidarity need to be 
clarified. 

Since the General Assembly, in response to these questions, the F3E committee developed its stra-
tegic reflection around three axes: investigating the environment of the actors in international solidar-
ity and the development of that environment, analysing the position of the F3E, and defining and 
choosing new tools and services. 

Concerning this last point, the committee emphasised the need to diversify its tools and mentoring 
techniques, in order to link them together and integrate them in a more continuous, more flexible and 
lighter way, thus enabling the various actors more easily to become involved in processes of quality 
control and change. A study of the diversification of F3E members will accordingly be carried out. 

 

Rooted in this reflection on the diversification of quality tools, the present document focuses on 
evaluation, while briefly presenting some complementary F3E quality control tools in Appendix 1.  

It provides a prodigious amount of advice for increasing the specificity of F3E evaluations so as to 
improve their effectiveness. 
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INTRODUCTION, SYNTHESIS AND SUMMARY 

1.1 Introduction: from promoting evaluation to improving its effectiveness 

A new issue for the F3E 
The F3E was created ten years ago to promote the practice of evaluation among NGOs. To-
day, this has been achieved, or almost achieved. But this generalisation has its downside. The 
exercise has now become a precondition for obtaining new funding. It is systematically used 
to that end. This systematisation does not seem to contribute to improving its quality. The 
practice is a source of considerable dissatisfaction among ISOs, their partners and their 
evaluators. 

Henceforward, the issue for the F3E is therefore not so much promoting evaluation but rather 
reinforcing its effectiveness, or increasing its usefulness. The association decided to conduct 
in-house reflection on the theme, documented in an initial study.  

This study strived to learn the lessons of the evaluations mentored by the F3E during the last 
few years. It tried to highlight the experience of the network of people associated with operat-
ing the Fund (representatives of ISOs, current and former members of its secretariat, “person-
resources”, evaluators etc.) It is not therefore concerned with Evaluation in general, but with 
evaluation as conceived and practiced by the F3E with its members. 

It starts from two hypotheses: the effectiveness of an evaluation depends firstly on the condi-
tions of its implementation and their environment, and secondly on the capacity of the ISO to 
control and exploit the potential of the exercise. It therefore gave rise to two documents. The 
first was intended for the General Assembly of the F3E, and encouraged the organisation to 
evolve and develop its tools. The second is intended for ISOs, hoping to contribute to the de-
velopment of their practices. 

That second document is the one you are now reading. 

A study intended to capitalise on the F3E’s experience 
The capitalisation study was unable to comply with all the rules of this type of exercise. But 
every effort was made to learn the lessons of the experience accumulated by the F3E over the 
last few years.  

Twenty-six ISOs evaluated their actions with the help of the F3E between 1998 and 2002. 
During the first phase (July to October 2003), a written survey, in the form of a multiple-
choice questionnaire, was used to find out the opinions of twenty-four of them. The results of 
this survey were used for two workshops, which brought together a total of about fifty people: 
representatives of these ISOs, some of their evaluators, other people associated with carrying 
out these evaluations (members of the F3E office and steering committees) and some external 
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experts. This opinion poll was completed by a call for contributions, which attracted about ten 
contributors1. 

The second phase in the study (February to April 2004) consisted of fifteen rapid evaluation 
studies. They were carried out by three consultants and a project manager from the F3E execu-
tive secretariat. These people were able to make a succinct analysis of the main documents 
produced by the evaluations and interview the main people involved. These interviews were 
with protagonists from two Southern countries, Mali and Burkina Faso. They were often but 
not systematically interviewed [alc1]by the evaluators concerned2. 
 

The F3E Evaluation 

In the specialised jargon, most of the evaluations that benefit from the 
technical and financial support of the Fund are referred to as “exter-
nal and endogenous”3. 

Endogenous because the ISOs are themselves the ones that commis-
sion the evaluation, and draw up the Terms of Reference.  

External because they are entrusted to evaluators that are assumed to 
be “neutral and independent”.  

They often take the form of two missions lasting two or three weeks.   

The quality of these evaluations is ensured by F3E representatives 
with methods varying slightly from one type of evaluation to another. 

As a general rule, the F3E validates the Terms of Reference and, the 
choice of evaluators and ensures that their reports comply with their 
contractual commitments. 

The F3E secretariat may also provide support to the ISO during the 
preparatory phases of the evaluation. 

 

1.2 Synthesis: Four considerations for readers in a hurry 

Optimisation 
If we were to paraphrase the slogan “Who dares wins” we would put “Those ISOs who draw 
the benefits from their evaluations make efforts to do so”. (Or inversely, all those who are 
convinced that the exercise, imposed on them by their donors, cannot be of any use to them, 
consider themselves to be proved right).  

Normally speaking, the discussion launched on the basis of the viewpoint of a skilled and in-
tellectually honest evaluator always contributes something to the party that commissioned an 
evaluation. Evaluators are not always right, far from it. But being confronted with an external, 

 

1 The phase report, presented to the steering committee of the study, and the minutes of that meeting, describe this 
first phase. The list of documents produced and requested in the course of the study, particularly the contribu-
tions, is included in the appendix to this report. 

2 CF. the appendix for the list of evaluations and people encountered in the course of the “quick studies” of the 
evaluations. 

3 The evaluations of operations carried out in the framework of what is called the “new contractualisation” is an 
exception to this rule. The F3E acts as a kind of “delegated contracting authority”. They are managed by mixed 
Foreign Ministry/ISO steering committees, for which the F3E acts as secretariat. 
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and well argued judgment, based on experience, almost always produces something. Most of 
the time, it supplies the ISO with material for innovation or further development, provided that 
the organisation strives to optimise the effects of this confrontation and makes the resources 
available. 

Place the external evaluation in a consistent monitoring and evaluation policy 
However, the external evaluation is not a “cure-all”. Its effectiveness and efficiency are not 
certain for all possible uses. Its implementation needs time and money. It requires quite long 
periods and a minimum of know-how. Using an external evaluation creates constraints. It is 
not therefore appropriate for satisfying all the expectations that may be focused on it.  

Optimum utilisation of the evaluation also involves it being part of a consistent monitoring 
and evaluation policy, with its conclusions feeding into sufficiently well managed decision-
making processes or project cycles. 

Thus, paradoxically, making an evaluation more effective is sometimes less dependent on 
better management of the evaluation than on improving monitoring procedures and group 
management techniques. 

Sharing the Evaluation with Southern Countries 
The conclusions of an evaluation can only be useful if they are accessible to and assimilated 
by the actors involved in the changes or further developments that they are trying to bring 
about. However, the study outlined above shows that, in the end, the conclusions of evalua-
tions are not shared by all the actors involved, neither within the ISOs that commission the 
evaluation, nor between the ISOs and their partners, particularly in Southern countries. The 
latter are not often involved in the preparation and running of evaluation processes, which are 
rarely conducted using a pedagogy that is appropriate to actors who are not necessarily profi-
cient in the working language and culture of Northern countries. 

This situation is paradoxical with respect to the dominant discourse of ISOs concerning part-
nership, as well as their declared objective of supporting their counterparts in Southern coun-
tries. 

The assimilation4 of the conclusions of an evaluation by actors in Southern countries does not 
only concern the final presentation session or the reading of the final report. It depends on the 
way in which the partners are associated with the whole procedure, from the preparation stage 
through ongoing study in the field to the conclusions. 

Developing Potential and Investing - the “Post-evaluation” 
An evaluation can be used to achieve greater accountability, to initiate a learning process, as a 
basis for strategic considerations, etc. In all cases, its effectiveness depends very much on the 
communication and discussion of its conclusions, which should both be organized by the ISO 
once the evaluators have finished their work.  

Admittedly, the reasons that prevent ISOs from learning from the conclusions of their evalua-
tions are not always under their control. But they sometimes fail to develop the potential of 
these conclusions, through not having planned in advance the process that would have enabled 
them to do so.  

 

4 The word assimilation is used here in the sense of the ability to appropriate, to find the meaning of, which does 
not necessarily mean to approve or adopt.... 
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The effectiveness of evaluations is therefore also dependent on a Post-evaluation phase that 
seems rarely to be the strong point of the procedures mentored by the F3E.  

 

The Effectiveness of Evaluations 

The evaluation is not examination, which is only useful once you have 
passed it. It is a tool. It is only helpful if you make use of it… despite 
its inevitable imperfections. 

There are four determinant conditions for an effective external 
evaluation: 
à It must be part of a consistent monitoring and evaluation policy. 
à It must be used in an organised group decision-making or delib-

eration process. 
à It must be carried out, right from the preparatory stage, accord-

ing to a process that enables the main actors involved to assimi-
late its conclusions. 

à The potential of its conclusions must be effectively developed by a 
“Post-evaluation” communication and discussion phase.  

 

1.3 Summary, in two parts: improving the conditions, perfecting the process 

This document is not a “manual”. It does not try to be a working guide for the “evaluation 
manager”, even for a beginner. It is an attempt to learn concretes lessons from the above study 
of evaluations mentored by the F3E. It is intended for ISO managers who are already familiar 
with the essential “mechanics” of external evaluations. It hopes to give them the opportunity 
to be objective concerning their own practices and perhaps enable them to identify some ways 
of improving them5. 

It is organised in two parts: 

Improving the conditions 
The external evaluation is a tool.  

The first part starts by recapping some of its characteristics, determining factors in using it 
correctly. It is a customised tool. Each ISO must adapt the tool to its personality, context and 
specific expectations (the ISO must therefore be capable defining its expectations in a coher-
ent manner). But this tool is not as multi-purpose as it is said to be. We must avoid using it 
inappropriately. It can only be correctly used when it is part of a complete and coherent range 
of tools. The efficiency of the evaluation particularly depends on the quality of the monitoring 
system. 

The effectiveness of the tool is also determined both upstream and downstream of its imple-
mentation. 

 

5 This document is illustrated with quotations and aspects of “concrete cases” from the surveys carried out during 
the study, and sometimes from the experience of the evaluators or evaluated involved in the work. The names 
of the ISOs and countries concerned are deliberately altered to avoid offending sensibilities, angering people or 
transforming successful experiences into models. 
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Upstream, its effectiveness depends on the culture, self-evaluation and internal debating prac-
tices, and “tool set” of the ISO. The way an evaluation is conducted is often simply a reflec-
tion of the practices of those who commissioned it, their project management methods and the 
set of actors working on them.  

Downstream, the evaluation only brings about explicit changes if it is included in processes 
that exploit the potential of its conclusions, and when the conclusions give rise to sufficiently 
explicit decisions. It only leads to learning among people who have been able to assimilate its 
approach and access is conclusions. 

This assimilation largely depends on the way it is conducted.  

Perfecting the process 
The plan of the second part of this document follows the chronological progression of an 
evaluation.  

But this chronology starts a long way upstream of the exercise itself: the aptitude of an institu-
tion or project to develop the potential of an evaluation comes into play well before the actual 
preparation of the evaluation itself, from when it is programmed and the actors organised who 
will be involved in running it. 

The evaluation itself starts with the preparation of the Terms of Reference. The success of this 
stage depends on a preliminary guided discussion [alc2]phase. This enables the different expec-
tations raised by the evaluation to be identified and made coherent. Clear, complete and co-
herent Terms of Reference that faithfully reflect these expectations are indispensable for nego-
tiating with potential evaluators … and for choosing the most suitable among them. 

After negotiating his or her “methodological note”, the evaluator works “hands-on” in the 
field. But the ISO and/or its partners remain involved, to facilitate the task, and above all to 
encourage dialogue, enabling the principal interested parties in the evaluation to understand 
firstly the evaluators’ approach, and thence, later, their conclusions. 

The participation of the actors concerned in discussions about the conclusions, and the way 
the final delivery is organised are determining factors. They often require more accessible 
documents than the traditional report. Nonetheless, the report remains a major issue. 

Approval of the report, sometimes after legitimate negotiation, marks the end of the evaluation 
itself. It should also coincide with the start of a process of assimilation and development of the 
results of the evaluation. This process should enable the ISO and its partners to formulate their 
own conclusions, which may differ from those of the evaluator, and to transform these conclu-
sions into an action plan.  
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II. CONDITIONS FOR MORE EFFECTIVE EVALUATIONS 

This first part suggests some general considerations 

1. Accept the originality of your evaluation, and its inevitable 
contradictions 

1.1 Your evaluation is completely unique, because you and your partners are also 
completely unique 

The study reviewed about thirty evaluations mentored by the F3E between 1998 and 2002. It 
briefly examined a dozen of them. It brought together the representatives of about 20 ISOs in 
two workshops and consulted about twenty of their evaluators in one way or another. 

Its first conclusion is obvious: the ISOs belonging to the F3E are very different from each 
other and the evaluations they commission are just as varied. 

This diversity prevents any overly standardised procedure. The most important characteristic 
of the evaluations is how they can be adapted to the particular ISO involved. 

Diversity of ISOs  
The ISOs belonging to the F3E vary in size: some have tens of employees and run tens of pro-
jects in many different countries; their budgets are counted in tens of millions of euros. Others 
essentially rely on volunteers to work in a single location and, with resources not exceeding a 
few hundred thousand euros.  

They vary in their fields of intervention, single or multiple, their means of action, via their 
own teams in the field or via local partners. While they all refer to partnership, the relations 
they maintain with the different categories of local actors involved in their activities vary con-
siderably.  

Many of them also carry out actions in France, but not all of them attach the same importance 
to education, development, or lobbying. In addition, they do not all have the same conception 
of these actions. 

These differences result from the diversity of their personalities, philosophies and values, and 
also from the context of their activities in Southern Countries. 

Finally, the ISOs are not all financed in the same way. Some have the benefit of considerable 
private fund raising, whereas others largely depend on public sponsorship. They thus do not 
have the same flexibility when it comes to financing their “non-project” operations and there-
fore the upstream and downstream phases of their evaluations, which do not represent the 
same issues with respect to relations with their financial partners. 
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Partnership: Declared Philosophy v Actual Reality 
One NGO has two main guiding principles: acting in favour of the poorest people 
and working in partnership with local actors, thus helping to increase their capa-
bilities. 

The first principle has led it to take action in a very remote region, characterised 
by a highly inegalitarian and clannish social structure. The region is situated in a 
country ruled for a long time by a military regime whose administration is still 
omnipresent, and NGOs have only been authorised for a few years. 

Three years on, the NGO is proud to have improved conditions of access to 
drinking water for thousands of families. It is slightly less wary of the local ad-
ministration but still very much keeps its distance so as to retain its ability to act. 
The organisation realises that there is a long way to go before it can meet or give 
rise to a local NGO capable of surviving in this context, or before local society 
opens up to other modes of governance. 

The application of the second principle, for the implementation of evaluations 
among other aspects, therefore remains only a prospect for the future. 

Diversity of points of view regarding the evaluation 
This diversity among the members of the F3E is undoubtedly set to increase, particularly due 
to the opening up of decentralised cooperation. It deserves to be analysed in finer detail, for 
better understanding, because it necessarily leads to varied points of view with regard to the 
external evaluation. 

This type of evaluation is almost a common practice among those ISOs that manage large 
numbers of projects and can afford to have their own monitoring and evaluation services. It 
remains a fairly exceptional event for smaller organisations that only manage a single project. 
(But being successful at and optimising evaluations is a question neither of habit nor size, far 
from it). 

For ISOs whose own sources are limited, the first issue in an evaluation is often the decisions 
it might lead to amongst its financial partners. 

The evaluation is always the centre of power issues. The way they work varies greatly from 
one ISO to another, between trustees and employees, between the team at head office and the 
team out in the field, between different sets of partners “delegated local operators”, “closely 
controlled service providers”, “beneficiaries” or “project co-managers”, depending on the 
ISO’s intervention strategies. 

This diversity means that any general remarks and advice need to be put into their particular 
context… including those found in this document. 

Diversity of expectations from one evaluation to another 
The diversity of the evaluations reviewed arises not only from the variety of the ISOs that 
commissioned them, but also from the different expectations that caused them to commission 
the exercise.  

The vast majority of F3E evaluations are intended to accompany the transition from one phase 
of a project or programme to the next. But these projects or programmes vary in nature from 
one evaluation to another: 
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à The evaluation of a long partnership between one Northern ISO and “its” partner in a 
Southern country may be as much an exercise in mediation between the two actors as a di-
agnosis of their long and complex relationship. 

à For one autonomous and self-confident ISO, the external evaluation responds to a need for 
accountability and is almost a form of “health measure” in which the organisation’s ac-
tions are regularly submitted to the critical eye of an outside observer.  

à For another, the evaluation is part of a strategic reflection that has already been developed. 
It must therefore contribute to clarifying alternatives or difficulties that have already been 
identified. 

à … 

These various situations lead to different expectations with regard to the evaluation. Each si-
tuation requires a particular type of exercise, with an appropriate approach to the evaluation 
process and suitably chosen evaluators.  

One of the major aspects of your evaluation, coherence 
Given this diversity, external evaluations need to be a customised service, designed to respond 
to particular expectations, not only those of the ISOs that commission them, but also those of 
their partners and the different groups associated with the action being evaluated. 

Coherence is one of their most important characteristics:  

à Their approach, method and resources must be designed in function of the expectations 
that they aim to satisfy, their context, the subject concerned, the set of actors involved, etc.  

à In the face of often numerous and disparate expectations, these methods and resources 
must be coherent with each other and the various objectives assigned to the evaluation. 
This implies that the different objectives need to be reconcilable. 

The experience and history of evaluation show that these obvious guidelines are not always 
followed: the evaluation practised by ISOs is not always free of the standardised conceptions 
linked to its origins. Coherence is not facilitated by sometimes hasty or clumsy preparation. 
And above all, the evaluation cannot satisfy expectations that are either not explicit enough, or 
excessively contradictory. 

 
The evaluation, a tailored suit 
The evaluation is not a ready-to-wear jacket but a tailored suit. 
It is difficult to order such a garment without knowing your meas-
urements or what kind of suit you want. 
Obviously, it is a little expensive, complicated and time-consuming.  
Such a suit is reserved for grand occasions.  
It is better to have more ordinary clothes for everyday use. 
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1.2 Expectations that are too vague lead to disappointment 

The evaluation is often the centre of diverse, sometimes contradictory expectations that 
are not all made equally explicit  
The external evaluation is generally a rare event in the life of a programme or institution. It 
therefore often leads to multiple expectations. The larger and more complex the “subject” of 
the evaluation, and the more actors there are involved, the more numerous these expectations 
are likely to be.  

They can be shared fairly unanimously by the actors involved in the actions being evaluated (a 
global external point of view, the review of key actions or events, analysis of specific previ-
ously identified questions, the emphasis on reciprocal relations, convincing common financial 
partners, contributing to ongoing common strategic reflection etc.) 
 

The National Federation of Departmental and Regional Trade Solidarity Associations 
cannot succeed in choosing the objectives of its evaluation  
This national federation groups together about sixty departmental and regional 
artisans’ NGOs. It implements its own actions and supports those of its mem-
bers, who intervene in a total of about twenty countries. The whole organisation 
benefits from global pluriannual funding by the public authorities. It is shortly to 
be evaluated. 

The national team meets to try to define the objectives of the evaluation. The first 
brainstorming session results in the following list:  

Convince the sponsor to continue funding the federation – Put pressure on the 
most “reluctant” members - Continue to increase the level of requirements for the 
whole network - Contribute to making the network more homogenous and co-
herent – Evaluate the organisation of the federation (particularly its monitoring 
system) - Assess the results and relevance of its typical actions – Consider the 
way the different scales of intervention link together – Cast a critical eye over the 
relations between the federation and its members, between the federation and 
its national partners, and between its members and their local partners, etc. 

Synthesis and arbitration are still required because no evaluation can respond to 
all these objectives… without reckoning with the fact that the evaluation must 
also take into consideration the expectations of the federation’s members and 
partners. 
 

And each actor involved in the evaluation may also have different, even contradictory, expec-
tations regarding the evaluation. These divergences may be quite intellectual, with each spe-
cialist wanting to stress the importance of his or her field. But often they also result from the 
actors’ different positions: (sponsor – ISO - partners / support organisations - “beneficiaries” / 
team at head office - team in the field / trustees - employees / managers – field workers 
[alc3]and technicians, etc.) 

These different positions generally cover divergent interests and power issues. The evaluation 
is thus seen at least as a way to get across a particular point of view, and often as a lever that 
may be used to develop power relationships.  

Sometimes, certain actors try to use the evaluation to enable decisions to be taken that they do 
not dare to assume responsibility for, or do not have the ability to impose. 
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Example: the members of the evaluation steering committee for the grant to Intervil-
lage struggle to come to an agreement: 
Intervillage is an NGO supporting local development in several Saharan coun-
tries. It receives a “convention d’objectif”, a pluriannual government grant from 
the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Its programme is to be evaluated. The 
preparation of this evaluation is piloted by a steering committee that brings to-
gether representatives of the Ministry, the NGO, NGOs in general and “person-
resources” from the F3E. 

The first meeting starts with a round-table discussion:  

Concerning the representatives of the Ministry’s technical services, one is only 
interested in the way Intervillage take on board the decentralisation reforms 
announced at the time, the other in the technical reviews of “Drinking Water” 
infrastructure that have been carried out. The head of the service responsible for 
relations with NGOs wants the evaluation to concentrate on “the government 
grant as a tool”. His deputy wants to examine the programme using a classic 
systematic approach, criterion by criterion. The president of Intervillage insists 
that the evaluation should also cover the way in which the Ministry respects or 
does not respect its commitments. Its director would like the evaluation to tackle 
organisational and institutional questions concerning the NGO itself. The repre-
sentatives of other NGOs suggest that it should focus on the effects of the pro-
gramme in terms of “reinforced capacity” etc. 

The chairman of the steering committee has his work cut out.  
 

Expectations are rarely all made explicit 
With the exception of these attempts at manipulation, all the different expectations are legiti-
mate. But they are often far from equally explicit. Theoretically, they should appear in the 
Terms of Reference, the document that specifies the order given to the evaluators6. But that is 
not always the case: 

à Some actors have a highly standardised conception of the evaluation: it should be limited 
to analysing projects or programmes according to the six generally applied “main criteria7. 
They prepare standard Terms of Reference that take little account of the specificities of the 
subject of the evaluation and the expectations of the actors concerned.   

à People’s expectations with respect to an evaluation need to be made explicit during the 
preparation phase. This requires people to be able to have an objective view with regard to 
the action or institution under evaluation. It needs some real work, which is not always 
carried out.  

à A major issue in this work is that the actors furthest removed from the evaluation imple-
mentation process otherwise have little chance of making themselves heard and having 
their expectations taken into consideration. 

The questionnaire and interviews indicated that writing the Terms of Reference remains essen-
tially the job of ISO head offices. The survey confirmed that actors in Southern countries, off-
shoots or partners are rarely involved in the preparation of evaluations. Their role is at best 
limited to validating the propositions of actors in Northern countries. 

 

6 CF. page 32 
7 Relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and viability 
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The evaluation cannot satisfy expectations that are too numerous, contradictory or 
inexplicit 
An external evaluation remains an exercise of limited length. It cannot satisfy expectations 
that are too numerous and disparate. It is not, in itself, a mediation tool capable of reconciling 
contradictory expectations.  
Finally, it cannot satisfy expectations that have not been made sufficiently explicit. Again, this 
is obvious but experience shows that evaluations sometimes disappoint those who commission 
them because they commit themselves on the basis of misunderstandings, arising from formal 
commands that do not adequately express the aspirations of the various actors concerned by 
the exercise.  
ISOs are quite rightly careful to remain in charge of their evaluations. They are afraid that 
evaluators might simply use their fieldwork for their own research or to illustrate certain pre-
conceived ideas. They run this risk when they provide the evaluators with Terms of Reference 
resulting from expectations that are too vague, too contradictory or disproportionate with re-
spect to the means available for the evaluation. They thus give back the power to the evalua-
tor, giving him/her the freedom to interpret or choose which of the expectations to deal with. 

The strong influence of the sponsor in commissioning the evaluation as a source of 
contradictions 
The F3E’s capitalisation study underlined the powerful influence of the relationship between 
the ISO and its sponsors in instigating the evaluations decided by ISOs and supported by the 
F3E. This situation is the cause of considerable contradictions. In caricature, ISOs ask their 
evaluators to say two things in their reports: 

– “above all, tell the sponsors to what extent our project is a good project, which deserves 
continued funding”. 

– “above all, tell us all its faults and weaknesses, because we really want to improve the 
way we work.” 

It is difficult to say both these things at the same time.  
An evaluation barely involves local actors when the only issue involved is between the 
ISO and its sponsor. Unfortunately, this is a very common situation  
One NGO, though branches, currently mentors local small-scale farmers’ organi-
sations that are in the process of federating. 
 It is considering the future of its work, envisaging making its branches autono-
mous, either as local NGOs, or as a service in the future small-scale farmers’ 
federation. 
In 2003, the NGO commissioned an internal study on this study, which it also 
included in the Terms of Reference of the evaluation of its programme. The 
evaluation was carried out in 2004, largely at the demand of its sponsor.  
The autonomisation study very much involved representatives of the different 
small scale farming organisation partners, field workers and the coordination 
team. 
The evaluation was limited to meetings between the evaluator and the branch 
coordinator. 
So, when the issue is important and shared, the study emphasises both the 
process (involving actors in the intellectual analytic procedure) and the result. 
When the issue is essentially with respect to the sponsor, the evaluation empha-
sises only the result (the report) to the detriment of the process. 
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The external evaluation is intended to be accountable to the world outside and lead to internal 
reflection. But it is difficult to give equal footing to accountability and learning objectives. It 
would be easier for an evaluation to reconcile the two roles if it were not the only tool for in-
creasing project accountability, and often the only opportunity to obtain an external view on 
the ISO’s projects. It will always be hard to achieve while sponsors do not have the means 
better to monitor the projects they fund, which would make their decisions appear less bureau-
cratic to those who are subjected to them … But that is a slightly different subject8. 

The external evaluation is not a cure-all, but rather a tool for achieving objectivity 
The evaluation is one of the few external services for which French ISOs are able to benefit 
from external funding (via the F3E). The term evaluation is used almost generically to desig-
nate the tools used in increasing the quality of development projects. The exercise itself is 
often implemented to respond to expectations or needs that could be satisfied using other more 
specialised tools, which would therefore be more efficient for specific uses.  

According to the study carried out with F3E members, the evaluation (aside from its role in 
the relationship between sponsors and ISOs) is appreciated above all as a tool that enables 
objectivity with regard to the action. It is thus a “long-cycle” tool, used in a programme at 
intervals of at least three to six years. According to the ISOs, its conclusions shed light mainly 
on orientation considerations, leading to strategic rather than operational decisions, taken on 
reflection several months after the evaluation, rather than spontaneously immediately after it 
has come to an end. 

The external evaluation sometimes disappoints its users when applied inappropriately. ISOs 
will undoubtedly need to have a wider range of tools available for assessing quality and deci-
sion making, in order to optimise their recourse to the external evaluation.  

 

The external evaluation is not a wildcard 

It cannot respond to expectations that are too numerous or contradic-
tory… nor satisfy those that have not been expressed. 

Yet it is often caught between issues that are difficult to reconcile, es-
pecially between the expectations of the ISOs, their partners and their 
sponsors, between accountability and learning objectives. 

It remains a tool that requires considerable time and resources to im-
plement, suitable for “long-cycle” use in order to achieve objectivity 
and shed light on general orientation considerations. 

It is not therefore the only quality assessment tool and decision-
making aid needed by NGOs. 

On the contrary, it can only be fully used together with the other 
cards in a complete set … within a coherent monitoring and evalua-
tion system 

 

8 Cf. also page 21 below 
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2. The effectiveness of an evaluation is partly external to it 

2.1 The evaluation can be cultivated 

A question of culture and practice 
Several of the evaluators interviewed mentioned the notion of culture with respect to the ex-
ternal evaluation. 

Some questioned the suitability of our model of evaluation for societies or social groups with 
different rules from ours. They stressed that the honour and social image of an individual, 
social consensus, and therefore critical debate, do not function in the same way in all societies. 

Several mentioned the institutional culture specific to each ISO: some are more open to dis-
cussion and criticism than others. Militancy and devotion are often cohesive factors; they are 
not always synonymous with an ability to tolerate contradiction, or with intellectual curiosity.  

In addition, the external evaluation often causes “fear”. At the very least it is disturbing be-
cause each person is afraid that it will disturb the stability of acquired positions. It is worrying 
when it is perceived as a “black box” that can be manipulated by the evaluator. Some describe 
it as a violent exercise, likely to throw up contradictions and oppositions that would not be so 
bluntly expressed outside the context of the evaluation. It can lead to decisions that are beyond 
the control of those to whom they will be applied.  

Paradoxically, according to the “quick surveys” carried out during the study, the most 
“heated” evaluations are not always the ones, a few years down the line, that leave the worst 
memories. Conflict and tension can also be “productive”, leading to changes that are later seen 
to be positive. 

But globally, despite these counter-examples, calmness during the evaluation is generally con-
sidered as a factor that increases their effectiveness.  

If it is a question of culture, but also a question of practice: the ability of an ISO to draw the 
potential benefits of an external evaluation also depends on its practices of internal debate and 
dialogue with its partners. It is connected with its usual “quality control systems”. An organi-
sation will control the exercise better and feel better equipped to exchange opinions with an 
evaluator if it is in the habit of itself assessing, objectively, the quality of its own actions, us-
ing its own tools.  

The practice of self-evaluation, with what it implies in terms of initiating debate and effective 
utilisation of monitoring tools, is a good way to cultivate the successful application of external 
evaluations. 
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The evaluation of the last phase in a programme, prelude to the autonomisation of the 
local team of an ISO  
The process for autonomising the local team was decided in 1997 and right from 
that time an external evaluation was planned for 1999. The team was very moti-
vated. It had a highly participative horizontal structure, with long periods of re-
flection on actions and their meanings… its operating methods were such that it 
asked itself plenty of questions. It carried out an annual review. The culture of 
self analysis had already been partly acquired. 

In this context, the team wanted to have the evaluation, which proceeded using 
Terms of Reference drawn up by them, with evaluators chosen by them. There 
was a real desire: 

The team needed to “reassure itself and check that it was on the right path”.  It 
needed to define “what could be proposed next. Today the team says “as it 
came from us, we took it into account”: this first evaluation enabled the recently 
created structure to be reinforced. 
 

A question of capacity and skills 
In addition, this practice (of self-evaluation) facilitates the acquisition of useful collective 
skills for using the evaluation correctly.  

A little general knowledge of assessment procedures, of how an evaluation is normally con-
ducted, and the concepts of criteria and indicators are very useful in enabling non-specialists 
to participate in the preparation, running and exploitation of an evaluation. 

The organisation of an evaluation, the guided discussions needed to prepare it and the exploi-
tation of its conclusions require more specific skills and know-how. These can be quickly ac-
quired by non-specialists and development practitioners through short training courses. 

Two questions concerning the “tool set”: project monitoring and project cycle 
The ability of an ISO to set up a suitably customised evaluation largely depends on its moni-
toring tools. The quality of these tools can be assessed from the quality of the data they pro-
duce and make accessible. But their quality also depends above all on the methods by which 
the various actors involved in the action have the possibility (or not) of obtaining that data and 
using it effectively. This quality partly determines the ability of the ISO to ask itself the right 
questions… and therefore to ask the evaluators the right questions. 
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Contradiction: the evaluation makes an impression on people new to the exercise and 
the tension is sometimes creative  
The evaluation of the NGO XXX made an impression on the F3E secretariat, 
which remembers it as a highly confliction evaluation. It brought together an 
NGO that had never been evaluated or commissioned an evaluation and a very 
controversial evaluator, in a complicated institutional context with the main spon-
sors of the organisation.  

Nervous about the issues involved in the exercise which it perceived as a test on 
the part of the sponsor, irritated by methodological discourse that it did not un-
derstand and aggravated by the complexity of F3E procedures … the manage-
ment of the ISO did not hesitate to express its resentments… 

… which, three years later, have not gone away. But it now recognises the use-
fulness of the exercise, which enabled it to “lift its nose off the handlebars and 
look around”, and worked “like a trigger that enabled the development of the 
programme to be accelerated.” The evaluation led to debates that changed the 
relationships between the NGO’s volunteers and employees, whose working 
methods were improved. They now consider the evaluation to be an indispensa-
ble tool.  
 

The efficiency of the evaluators’ work also partly depends on this data. The more reliable, 
complete and relevant it is, the better it can back up initial hypotheses, lead to well targeted 
investigations and initiate debate concerning the “right questions”.  

A short assignment is not a very effective tool for collecting a large amount of data or con-
ducting systematic studies. A monitoring system is often more efficient for such exercises. It 
can also act as a guarantor of transparency, if its design and implementation are validated ex-
ternally9.  
 

The evaluation is also facilitated by the correct use of “project cycle tools” used to design and 
implement a project or plan of action. External evaluations are often expected to: 

– shed light on questions of relevance and coherence10. It is difficult to do this if the ob-
jectives and strategy of the project or institution under evaluation are not clear and ex-
plicit, 

– assess the effectiveness of an organisation. Diagnosing an organisation requires a mi-
nimum of accessible traces concerning how it works , 

– identify and describe the effects of its actions. Assessing effects is delicate when it can-
not be based on initial diagnoses. …  

 

 

9 A “neutral and independent expert” is indispensable for guaranteeing the transparency of a programme in the 
eyes of a sponsor. But, for a certain number of criteria (effectiveness, efficiency), it would be more efficient for 
him or her to validate the design and results of a monitoring and evaluation system than actually to carry out 
investigations in the field. His or her role with regard to the system would be similar to that of statutory audi-
tors when they check the accounts of an organisation. An externally validated monitoring system will help to 
reduce the pressure of the ISO / sponsor relationship on the external evaluation because most of the questions 
of transparency will be “settled” in advance. 

10 Relevance concerns whether the objectives are well founded, whereas coherence concerns whether the process 
intended to achieve those objectives is well founded. 
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If the evaluation can be cultivated…, it is a question of practices 
and tool set  

The relationship with the evaluation is also a question of culture. 

Yet the culture of an institution can evolve in function of its practices.  

The habit of carrying out objective internal assessments of its activi-
ties enables an organisation to acquire the collective skills and tools 
necessary for the evaluation. 

The practice of internal debate and the habit of dialoguing with oth-
ers about its actions influences its ability to exploit the conclusions of 
external evaluations. 

The efficiency of these evaluations largely depends on the quality of 
the monitoring tools of the ISO that commissions them. 

2.2 From the project to the evaluation, the same sets of actors 

“Exercises not sufficiently shared”, “processes designed and prepared exclusively in Northern 
countries”, “excessive weight of the ISO / Fund Sponsors relationship”… The quick studies 
gathered together a certain number of criticisms from the representatives of the ISOs, their 
partners and collaborators in the field, their sponsors, and their evaluators. 

But some of these criticisms concern as much the projects and institutions being evaluated, 
and the constraints of their environment as the evaluations themselves… The faults and posi-
tive aspects of an evaluation partly reveal those of its subject and context.  

The management of the evaluation often reflects that of the project and institution     
When the partners in a project complain about not having been sufficiently involved in its 
evaluation, they are often expressing a frustration that is rarely limited to that particular exer-
cise. This frustration is more globally concerned with the way they are involved in running the 
project and provided with information about it. Their participation becomes a source of ten-
sion when they are given the opportunity to express themselves, which they do not have dur-
ing the project. 

Sometimes, the trustees of the ISO express similar regrets. The evaluation is the occasion 
when they realise how limited their information is concerning their institution and its projects. 

In other words, there is little chance of an evaluation being conducted in a participative fash-
ion when the project under evaluation is not conducted in such a way; its conclusions are less 
widely discussed within a monolithic organisation that has no practice of internal debate; it is 
less likely to result in spontaneous change in a closed and immobile institution. 

But these difficulties are not necessarily synonymous with ineffectiveness. Even when it has 
not been implemented in a “100% participative way”, and even when it takes place in a very 
hierarchical institution, an evaluation can create a “movement”. And this movement can help 
reinforce the weight and influence of people who are not necessarily in the position of decid-
ers. It can help decision-making systems to evolve.  

In addition, the tensions that show up during an evaluation accumulate long before it. They are 
all the stronger because they have not been able to be expressed elsewhere.  
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One or two evaluations out of the sample studied left bitter memories. They were followed by 
decisions that were considered too brutal, or to be a matter of “settling accounts”. With hind-
sight, listening to some of the protagonists, we can certainly consider that these evaluations 
could undoubtedly “have gone better” … But generally they occurred in firmly established 
conflictual situations, managed in such a way that they had little chance of being resolved 
except through that type of decision. 

The tension concerning the role of the sponsor in the evaluation also reflects 
characteristics of the relationship between sponsors and ISOs 
The questionnaire sent out to members of the F3E and the interviews carried out confirm it: 
the relationship between the ISO and its sponsors weighs heavily on the initiation and concep-
tion of F3E evaluations. The issues liked to this relationship are sometimes the source of ex-
cessive tensions that disturb the progress of the evaluation. These tensions are often also re-
vealing concerning the management of this ISO / sponsor relationship leading up to the 
evaluation.  

The tension is greatest when the ISO can believe that the result of the evaluation will be a de-
termining factor in a decision, taken by a civil servant with whom it cannot have any dialogue, 
that risks calling into question its own survival. This risk is a real one whenever the sponsor is 
unable to monitor the intervention that it funds11. It is a greater risk when the NGO has not 
been in communication with the sponsor. It is greatest when the project is largely financed by 
that single sponsor and the survival of the ISO depends on that project… This situation is not 
just a test case. 

The tools and procedures of contractualisation between sponsors and ISOs sometimes add to 
the difficulties of evaluating co-funded projects. They sometimes lead to the drawing up of 
project documents written more to convince the deciders than subsequently to guide the action 
and act as a clear marker of a contractual relationship between the ISO and its financial part-
ner. Their format often remains unsuited to interventions carried out in uncertain contexts, 
under complex partnership terms. In the end, despite these imperfections, they remain the ref-
erence documents for the project and the action being evaluated.  

 
Opinion of an evaluator from a Southern country 

“The project document is generally unsatisfactory and is not a reliable tool for the 
evaluation. It is not designed in order to make progress, but to obtain money. It 
therefore often has no precise objective, departure point or arrival point”.  

The role of actors in Southern countries in the evaluation reveals the role they play in the 
implementation of the programme 
The questionnaire showed that the F3E evaluation remains a very northern-centred exercise.  

The actors from Southern countries encountered during the quick studies have various 
“statuses” and positions: local branches of the ISO, partners charged with implementing pro-
jects, project co-managers theoretically involved in their definition and running, “beneficiar-
ies”, etc. Many describe themselves as the ones being evaluated or bystanders to exercises 
prepared without their participation. They see the issues in the evaluations relevant to them, 

 

11 Which brings us back to the question of the means at the sponsors’ disposal for monitoring the programmes they 
finance and methods they use to monitor them… but that is a completely different question. 
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but can rarely influence their design. The evaluators’ conclusions are rarely accessible to 
them. The conclusions only appear in the report, which is long and difficult to read, and very 
unequally distributed. They participate in the final debate session, which is often held before 
the evaluator has finished his or her written conclusions, and is only a preparation for subse-
quent more conclusive meetings, generally held without them, in France. 

Greater assimilation of F3E evaluations by actors in Southern countries is a major condition 
for improving the effects of these exercises. 

There is some room for manoeuvre for re-centring evaluative processes in Southern countries, 
and involving local actors more in their design and exploitation. 

But the sharing of roles between different actors during an evaluation is also revealing con-
cerning their relationships with respect to the project. It often simply reflects the organisation 
of decision making between head office and out in the field, between the ISO and its partners 
in Southern countries, such as it was before the evaluation. 

This sharing and organisation are largely the consequence of the localisation of centres of de-
cision making in the North: that of the ISO, those of the sponsors… and that of the F3E.  

The extent of the evolution required therefore goes beyond improving the procedures and 
tools used in preparing and implementing the evaluation. It probably involves more significant 
institutional change12.  
 

The way the evaluation unfolds shows the way projects are con-
ducted and the relationships between actors 

F3E evaluations are still excessively decided upon and designed in 
Northern countries. 

They are sometimes perturbed by the weight of the relationship be-
tween the ISO and its sponsors.  

Actors in Southern countries are not sufficiently involved  

The limits of the evaluation often reflect those of the management 
methods used in the projects under evaluation and of the relation-
ships between the actors concerned.  

 

2.3 An event within a movement, a key point in a process  

The evaluation functions above all as an amplifier and revealer 
Most of the ISO surveyed give a positive judgement concerning the effects of the evaluations 
carried out with the support of the F3E. They have often been vectors of movement, further 
development or learning. How do they play this role? What mechanisms do they activate?  

The surveys do not answer the question in full. But they do provide some elements of a re-
sponse: evaluations make an impact above all by bringing out the pre-existing potential of the 

 

12 It seems that sponsors are quite quickly decentralising the management of their co-financing tools. The largest 
international NGOs are either ahead of them or following in their footsteps. Perhaps the small French NGOs 
and their shared F3E tools need to react. 
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actors in the projects concerned, rather than through the new ideas that they contribute. They 
function by further developing analyses already sketched out by people involved in the 
evaluation. They legitimise ideas that have already been expressed, and amplify or even re-
orient changes that are already underway. They explicitise, formalise and initiate debate about 
pre-existing opinions. The production of innovation is rarely their principal driving force, al-
though it can occur. But it only leads to changes when it meets with pre-existing curiosity or 
latent dynamics. 

The contribution of some evaluations is as much to do with the event itself, and the expression 
of opinions that it leads to, than the actual content of its conclusions. One of its functions is, in 
passing, to prompt action based on ideas or forces that existed before it took place. 

The evaluation is not neutral; its conclusions can modify power relationships between actors. 
But it rarely produces movement on its own. It is only a tool at the service of strategies for 
change and the desire to use its conclusions. It can help reveal or orient these strategies. It 
does not create them. 
 

 

 

 
Opinion of an ISO manager 
“The evaluation emphasised what I had already sensed… It enabled us to press 
where it hurts… It obliges you to take its recommendations into account: once 
the criticisms or propositions have been made, the organisation could no longer 
do nothing about them. They had been said in public or written, came from an 
external referral agent … and what’s more they were the result of an evaluation 
that had cost a lot of money.  

The evaluation is therefore the “itching powder” of the project. It seemed neces-
sary to take into account; even if the recommendations did not appear to be 
directly applicable, we could not act as if they didn’t exist.”  
 

The effect of the evaluation therefore depends on the explicit dynamics and strategies in 
which it is carried out 
The effects of an evaluation depend on the dynamics of which it is a part and the explicit 
strategies for using its conclusions and “products”. Its scope remains limited when the ISO 
does not have the means to take on board it results, and therefore even more limited when it 
did not have the intention of doing so. 

The conclusions of an evaluation are not necessarily those proposed by the evaluators. They 
are the conclusions finally adopted by the ISO and its partners. Bringing out the value of its 
conclusions in operational or strategic documents, when drawing up a new project document 
or a new action plan, is a demanding job. It requires a certain amount of planning and meth-
odology.  

This process, explicit and formal, implies placing the evaluation within the cycles of review / 
debate / production of new planning documents. Mastering these cycles is demanding work. It 
requires a certain amount of availability, resources and objectivity with regard to the action, 
which small organisations struggle to preserve. It sometimes justifies external mentoring, 
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mentoring for change. It must therefore be clearly distinguished from the external evaluation 
(Cf. page 42 below). 

The effect of the evaluation depends above all on the assimilation of its results by the 
actors most involved 
But the main consequences of the evaluations studied are rarely presented by the ISO as ex-
plicit measures, formally decided in the weeks following the end of the exercise. They are 
rarely described as the direct applications of precise recommendations made by the evaluators. 
They appear to be more the fruit of internal reflections conducted discontinuously, even in-
formally, by the ISO. They appear to stem more from the evaluators’ general “strategic” ob-
servations rather than from concrete recommendations. 

The evaluation effectively leads to decisions being taken… that do not all come from 
the evaluator’s recommendations 
One French commune had little confidence in the management of the 
African town with which it was twinned. It therefore created an intermedi-
ate structure to implement its decentralised cooperation programme, an 
initiative that did not exactly please the mayor of the town. 
The evaluation of the programme was therefore somewhat delicate in a 
context of tension between the mayor and the manager of the intermedi-
ate organisation. It led to a rather lively report, which dared to propose 
some radical solutions, such as getting rid of the above-mentioned struc-
ture. 
Two years later, the structure is still in place, but its position has funda-
mentally changed. Although the radical measure was not validated, the 
main people involved in the twinning recognise that the evaluation marked 
a turning point in their activities.  
They give the credit partly to the evaluator’s conclusions, some of which 
were taken up, and partly to the situation created by the evaluation, which 
“forced” those responsible for the twinning to improve a situation and in-
tervention strategy that had been unsatisfactory for several years. The 
evaluation led to decisions being taken that were not all inspired by the 
evaluator’s conclusions. 

The evaluation also leads to learning and a gradual evolution of points of view and the rela-
tionships between actors. These effects affect the action in diffuse, delayed and largely inex-
plicit ways. 

In all cases, it is not the evaluators’ conclusions that produce an effect, but the process that 
enables the actors to assimilate them, often changing them at the same time13. 

This assimilation process is not limited to the final delivery sessions given by the evaluators at 
the end of an evaluation.  

 

13  Evaluations of projects carried out by ISOs thus differ from evaluations of activates implemented by very 
hierarchical and centralised organisations. The former succeed when their conclusions are assimilated by a 
large number of actors, the latter when they convince a small number of deciders.  

Page  sur 45 24



Capitalisation de l’expérience du F3E  :  Améliorer l’efficacité des évaluations 

 Version finale du document destiné aux acteurs de la solidarité internationale   

à They are determined by the way the whole evaluation process unfolds, from preparation 
through implementation to its conclusions.  

à They depend on the way in which those conclusions are made accessible and debated after 
the end of the evaluation. 

à They depend on the dynamics produced and maintained by the evaluation. 

These dynamics depend partly on the way in which the evaluation is presented and staged. An 
exercise announced as a mere administrative formality for obtaining the renewal of financial 
partnerships will not lead to major movements. A final delivery session that brings together a 
large number of the actors involved for several days can act over a long period as an event that 
sparked off a new dynamic, almost independently of the conclusions of the evaluation. 

These dynamics only materialise if they have the necessary space to express themselves and 
develop after the evaluation. This space is not necessarily an explicit “strategy for change” as 
mentioned above, oriented towards the formalised production of strategic documents or action 
plans. But it does always involve the initiation of debate and continuity of reflection. It does 
not occur fortuitously.  
 

The evaluation is not magic 

The evaluation enables evolution… 

… A little bit because it provides new information from the field, 
analysis and different points of view. 

… Very much because it exploits the potential of observations and 
ideas that have already been expressed, amplifies existing dynamics 
and enables actors to be more objective about their actions. 

Its driving force is sometimes less what it produces than what it finds. 

The conclusions of an evaluation have little effect if they are not re-
discussed, either in a highly explicit decision-making and planning 
process or in a more diffuse process of reflection and collective capi-
talisation. 
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III. FOLLOWING THE COURSE OF AN EVALUATION 

This second part presents some remarks and advice that may help ISOs to improve the exter-
nal evaluations they commission. It refers to the evaluations mentored by the F3E, but not 
exclusively. It is neither a procedural guide nor a manual. It is intended for people already 
involved in implementing monitoring and evaluation in their organisation or project. It strives 
to provide them with material that is sufficiently concrete without being too normative. 

It is organised in the same order as the course of an evaluation procedure, to which end it is 
described in three main phases and seven steps: 

à Before the evaluation  

1. The exercise is predetermined by existing relationships between the actors involved in 
the “project” and certain characteristics of the project. 

2. The preparation of the evaluation starts as soon as it is programmed and organised, and 
the preliminary information provided to the actors who will be involved. 

à The evaluation itself 

3. Well before the evaluators start their mission, the evaluation itself begins with the 
drawing up of the Terms of Reference (ToR)14. This requires preliminary discussion 
[alc4]so that it can take into account the expectations of the various parties involved. 
Drawing up the ToR is often preliminary to choosing the evaluators. 

4. The evaluators’ mission, before their first investigations in the field, should begin with 
the negotiation and finalisation of their “methodological note”. It is important that the 
mission then unfolds in such a way that the actors the most involved in the project can 
participate in the process and follow its progression so they can better assimilate its 
conclusions afterwards. 

5. The last steps in the work of the evaluators are marked by the final delivery sessions 
and the validation of their end-products. 

à After the mission 

6. But the end of the mission does not mark the end of the evaluation. The conclusions 
still need to be drawn and the partners in the project, near or far, who could not be di-
rectly involved in the course of the mission need to be informed. 

7. Finally, the effects of the evaluation depend on the way in which the ISO exploits and 
capitalises on its results. 

 

14 Cf. the definition of this term on page32  
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1
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2
La préparation

La programmation

L’organisation

L’information préalable

6
Après la mission

Conclure

Informer

5
La fin de la mission

Les restitutions

La validation des produits

4
Pendant la mission

La négociation de la note
méthodologique

Le calage

Le pilotage

L’animation du dialogue

3
Avant la mission

L’animation préalable

La rédaction des termes
de références

Le choix des évaluateurs

 

1. Before the evaluation  

1.1 Well before  

Cultivate! 
The previous chapter emphasised the conditions that predetermine the way evaluations will 
unfold, well before they actually start. To summarise:  

à They cannot be participative if the management of the project or institution is not partici-
pative. 

à They are difficult to exploit if the organisation or set of institutions is not in the habit of 
holding a certain amount of collective debate and criticism. 

à The actors concerned can negotiate better with the evaluators if they have a certain num-
ber of reference points concerning evaluation procedures. 

à The practice of thorough self-evaluation is undoubtedly the best way to acquire these ref-
erence points 

à … 

Evaluations are therefore prepared indirectly, well before they are actually considered…   

The Right Tools! 
The importance of monitoring-evaluation systems has been underlined several times above:  

à Evaluations are overly anticipated and feared when they are the only tool and the only 
opportunity for objective examination and debate concerning the quality of the ISO’s 
work. 
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à The more the evaluation can make use of monitoring data the more chance it has of being 
effective. 

à It is difficult to develop a culture of evaluation without initiating debate concerning the 
results of the ISO’s own monitoring. 

à … 

The efficiency of the evaluation of a project also depends, aside from the evaluator, on the 
quality of the diagnostic then the strategy documents produced when preparing the action.  

The evaluability of a project is determined well before the evaluation begins…  

1.2 A decision, about choice 

A decision that in principle should be made a long time in advance, if possible 
External evaluations, carried out in a participative way, are relatively long and demanding 
exercises. They are often implemented to clarify consultation and decision-making processes 
that are themselves constrained by the rhythm of the project or the timetable of the institution. 
They must therefore be set in a fixed time frame, in order not to lose much of their interest.  

It is therefore best to decide on the principle of these evaluations a long time in advance.  
– This decision frequently reflects a contractual obligation imposed by the sponsor or an 

“ardent obligation” highly recommended by the sponsor.  
– It sometimes stems from internal rules in certain ISOs, whose quality charters prescribe 

regular external evaluations, included in their programming cycles or adjustments to 
their action plans.  

– The decision can also come out of the provisional management of programmes carried 
out in partnership on a long-term perspective. These require even more than others the 
collective objectivity raising phases facilitated by having an external point of view. The 
principle of an evaluation may be prescribed in the agreement framework that links the 
partners together. 

In most of these cases, the external evaluation is a final assessment at the end of a phase or 
cycle. I twill be used to prepare the subsequent phases or cycles. It can and should be pro-
grammed a long time in advance. 

But the external evaluation can also be decided outside these medium-term planning consid-
erations, in reaction to unforeseen difficulties or changes. 

Carried by the decision making authorities, a clear initial framework  
Placing the evaluation within systematic procedures, prior to financial decisions, sometimes 
reduces the issues it tackles and limits its effects. This can be avoided if it is effectively car-
ried by the decision making authorities of the organisation that commissions it. The involve-
ment of these authorities in the initial decision is one of the signs of this “carriage”.  

This initial decision subsequently leads to the “activation” of a preparation process, allocated 
ad hoc to a particular authority such as the programme or monitoring and evaluation manager 
… The framework of the evaluation needs to be clearly defined right from this “activation” 
stage: what is its subject, what are its main objectives, what are the main constraints (particu-
larly time and budget constraints) and the parameters that it must comply with? 

The preparation process should then involve several actors. Participants’ points of view will 
probably vary. Their collaboration will have more chance of resulting in a coherent evaluation 
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if it is built up from a clear initial framework. Otherwise, participants may develop expecta-
tions in contradiction with constraints of which they are not fully aware, and which, most im-
portantly, they will not be able to renegotiate.  

1.3 The evaluation, programmed, prepared and organised as a project  

Prepare the external evaluation as a small-scale project 
The preparation of an external evaluation resembles that of a small-scale development project:  

à It concerns a large number of different actors. It therefore involves organised consultation, 
a clear distribution of responsibilities between the managing and consulting authorities, 
and a “pilot” responsible for organising it.  

à It is best to start by collectively validating, or amending, the proposed framework of the 
evaluation (Cf. § below) before considering further downstream how to design it.   

à The quality criteria used for projects can be applied to the evaluation, and questions can be 
asked concerning in particular the pertinence of its objectives, the coherence between its 
objectives and methods, and the probable efficiency of those methods.  

à Finally, the same types of tool are used: timetable, budget, diagram of the actors involved, 
etc. 

Programme it far enough in advance… and keep to the programme  
The phase that runs from starting to make up the Terms of Reference (ToR) to the actual start 
of the mission in the field takes at least three or four months, assuming several people are in-
volved in each step, notably choosing the evaluators. Evaluators’ timetables are often filled up 
several months in advance. Finally, the missions themselves are constrained by the project 
timetable, activities and partners, and perhaps their climatic environment.  

It is therefore best to programme evaluations sufficiently far in advance, according to a time-
table that leaves a sufficient margin to ensure that their conclusions will actually be available 
at the desired time. This piece of advice applies to all external evaluations, but especially 
those co-financed by the F3E, whose procedures take a particularly long time. 

Evaluations do not always run smoothly. Programming them at the start is one thing, keeping 
to the programme is another, with the co-financers of the evaluation delaying their decision… 
the partners not agreeing on the Terms of Reference… the intended evaluator withdrawing… 
an unexpected event disrupting the whole affair.  

Obviously, the inner circle of actors most involved in the evaluation should participate in its 
initial programming and be kept informed of any subsequent delays. 

 
 

The misfortunes of the evaluation of the ICOIF programme (Inter Cantonal 
Office for International Friendship) 
The ICOIF programme is a decentralised cooperation programme between a 
French department and a department in a Sahelian country. Its third phase was 
supposed to end in February 2001. An evaluation had been planned for a long 
time to learn the lessons of that phase and contribute to preparing the next. 

But the end of the year 2000 was disturbed by changes of key personnel in 
France and in Africa. Their successors took over the running of the evaluation. 
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The originally intended evaluators withdrew. Then came a period when the Min-
istry “froze” the budget, which drained the cash flow of the F3E. The evaluation 
was postponed once more…  It finally started in February 2002, a year too late 
to achieve one of its main objectives. The fourth phase had already been negoti-
ated. It has just started. 

As soon as the initial Terms of Reference no longer corresponded to the current 
expectations of the parties involved, the issues and sources of tension between 
the partners changed… The mission became conflictual. Its results satisfy no-
body, neither those who commissioned it, nor their partners, nor their evaluators.  

 The final delivery session in France was a turbulent one. The evaluation has left 
people with, let us say, very mixed feelings.   

Inform people, remove stress  
Informing the actors outside this inner circle concerned by the evaluation is one of the first 
steps in the preparation phase. It is not simply a question of announcing the evaluation, but of 
providing each person with the means to participate in it by explaining early enough and 
widely enough the why and how of the planned process. It is sometimes necessary at that 
point to remind people of two or three essential ideas concerning evaluations in general. 

This first presentation should also help to disarm certain preconceived ideas: the evaluation is 
sometimes perceived a priori as a test, an event loaded with major issues, and a non-negotiable 
exercise imposed from the outside. These ideas can subsequently have a negative influence on 
the process if they are not deconstructed in time. It may happen that an evaluation is at the 
centre of clearly identified major issues. It is best to announce that right from the start. 

This information process is carried out prior to organising the launching of the evaluation and 
the consultation that should accompany its preparation. It enables the first discussions and 
reflections to be initiated that will facilitate the participation of certain actors in preparing the 
Terms of Reference. 

The surveys carried out during the study demonstrated the fears that an evaluation causes 
among the “evaluated” (or those who see themselves as such) when they are not sufficiently 
informed right from the start concerning the ins and outs of the exercise to which they are 
about to be “submitted”, and not subsequently involved in its preparation. These fears are of-
ten the cause of “defence systems”, which do not help the evaluation to proceed in the right 
way. 

Minimum organisation: a steering system and a set of actors 
“Organised consultation, a clear distribution of responsibilities between the managing and 
consulting authorities, and a “pilot” responsible for organising it”… It is difficult to describe 
a standard way of organising the evaluation beyond this level of generalisation: situations are 
very divers and organising the management of an evaluation always depends on how the 
evaluated actions and institutions are organised. 

The study nonetheless suggested some ideas: 

à The evaluations of the first “Convention d’objectif” were supervised by steering commit-
tees that brought together more than ten people. These committees were the subject of 
criticism: “overcrowded”, “too cumbersome”, “taking decisions that ended up not being 
very coherent, an instrument 100% of Northern countries”, etc. But they were also appre-
ciated as opportunities, rather rare, as it turns out, for exchange, favouring particularly 
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productive debate on the actions carried out. This apparent contradiction suggests perhaps 
that a distinction should be made, in certain cases, between steering committees and con-
sultation bodies.  
– The first, responsible for validating the choices made at the different stages in the 

evaluation (Cf. below), must be able to take decisions rapidly. It is therefore better for 
them to have relatively few members, sufficiently available and representative of the 
main “interest” at stake. These committees will therefore not be large enough to ensure 
sufficient consultation. 

– For the second, it is often unfeasible to have a “single representative and sovereign 
body”. It is often more effective to organise consultation more pragmatically, varying 
its make-up according to the stage in the evaluation, supervised by a small steering 
committee.  

Whatever the steering system adopted, it must be subject to a certain amount of prior con-
sultation between the main actors concerned.  

à The points of view reported regarding F3E steering committees are also a reminder that 
when such committees are set up: 
– Their mandate and rules of operation need to be clear right from the start 
– The personality and availability of their chairperson counts for a lot in determining their 

effectiveness. His or her neutrality, knowledge of evaluation procedures etc., and au-
thority are appreciable characteristics. 

à The regrets heard in Mali and Burkina Faso invite pragmatism. Important actors in the 
evaluated projects and programmes say they were kept away from preparing the evalua-
tions. A minimum of information provision and consultation does not necessarily require 
the complicated setting up of an “ad hoc” body. “The best is sometimes the enemy of the 
good”. 

Aside from the steering committees mentioned above, the study supported the role of “de-
manding third party” and facilitator played by the F3E. The sponsors appreciate its contribu-
tion to the quality and therefore credibility of the evaluations; the ISOs appreciate its technical 
assistance in implementing the exercise, and the evaluators its intermediation between them-
selves and the ISOs. When the F3E is not involved, for evaluations concerning major issues, it 
may be a good idea, in particular via the steering committee, to have somebody to play this 
role of guarantor, facilitator and mediator.   
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Opinion of an evaluator in a Southern country  
… “The less you are involved in bringing about the evaluation, the more afraid 
you are and therefore the less you contribute and the more you behave as if you 
wanted to hide the reality”  

2. The evaluation itself, from preparing the Terms of Reference  

2.1 The preparation phase until the signing of the contract with the evaluators 

The Terms of Reference, a major issue 
The commissioning of an external evaluation unfolds in the same way as any other customised 
external service, in five stages:   

1. The commissioning party specifies what it wants 

2. It addresses its call for tenders to several possible service providers 

3. The service providers tender their bids  

4. After comparing the bids, the commissioning party chooses the one that seems best 

5. It negotiates and signs a contract with the chosen service provider 

The main document drawn up by the commissioning body at the first of these five stages, in-
tended to specify what it expects of the evaluators, is called the “Terms of Reference” in our 
jargon (ToR for short). It is a determining factor for the rest of the process: the expectations of 
a commissioning body, poorly expressed in an incomplete, difficult to understand and inco-
herent document, have little chance of being satisfied. The ToR are often attached to the con-
tract that links the commissioning body to the service provider, who undertakes to carry out 
the evaluation in compliance with the prescriptions it contains. They must be sufficiently de-
tailed and, in particular, specify the ways in which the evaluator will present his or her work, 
by means of final delivery sessions and the production of written documents (or audiovisual 
presentations).  

In itself, drawing up the ToR is not a very complicated writing exercise (15). But three pre-
conditions need to be satisfied: 

– The framework of the evaluation must be clearly defined 
– The expectations to which it must respond must be explicit and coherent  
– The commissioning body should have started to consider how to convert these expecta-

tions into evaluation procedures. 

The first of these three conditions should be satisfied right from the launching of the process 
leading to the preparation of the evaluation16. The other two require preliminary collective 
reflection, which involves a constructed procedure and “hard work”. 

 

15 The F3E offers guides and training courses to facilitate this written exercise. We shall not give further details 
here. However, we have one piece of advice for ToR writers: have them read through by a third party who does 
not know the project to be evaluated but does know what an evaluation is.  

16 CF. below, page 28 
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Organising the preliminary collective reflection 
The participative characteristic of an evaluation comes into play right from the drawing up of 
the Terms of Reference. There is a risk that the people and institutions most directly con-
cerned by the evaluation might perceive it, at best, as an oddity, at worst, as interference or a 
test, if they are not involved in its preparation. The process is hardly going to interest them if it 
does not take into account their expectations and questions, leaving them passive or on the 
defensive. 

Globally speaking, the more an evaluation responds to the specific questions the actors ask 
themselves concerning their own actions, or the actions they support, the more chance there is 
that its conclusions will be useful.  

But it is not always easy to involve a large number of different actors in the preparation of an 
evaluation. 

à The people most involved in the action need to “lift their noses off the handlebars”, be 
more objective and put the action in its true context. They do not always succeed sponta-
neously. 

à A certain amount of explanation and information about the evaluation is necessary to en-
able beginners to participate in these preliminary reflections.  

à The actors concerned by an evaluated project or institution generally have different points 
of view, interest and cultures. Their expectations concerning the evaluation are equally 
diverse. They are sometimes even contradictory.  

à An evaluation cannot, however, respond equally well to excessively numerous and dispa-
rate sets of expectations. Compromise and synthesis are often indispensable. These are of-
ten difficult to achieve between people who are sometimes geographically distant from 
each other. 

à The more complex the subject of an evaluation, the more these compromises and synthe-
ses are necessary and greater the requirement for work and methodology.  

In all cases, the reflections prior to drawing up or finalising the ToR therefore need time and a 
certain quantity of means and methodology. There is no single method suitable for all these 
diverse situations. The surveys carried out during the study suggest some ideas. 

à They suggest that pragmatism should be recommended, as with the steering and consulta-
tion bodies. The complexity of collective writing procedures or the process labelled as 
“100% participative” do not prevent one from informing, explaining, asking people’s opin-
ions… or taking them into account. 

à A third party, not very involved in the action under evaluation, is often very useful for 
enabling the most involved to be objective. It is better for this person not to belong to the 
“institutions” most concerned if he or she is to play a role of mediation or synthesis.  

The preparation of some of the more complex evaluations studied benefited from the sup-
port of experienced people. These enabled the commissioning ISOs better to formalise 
their own vision of the object to be evaluated and to structure their process. These support-
ing roles over several days seem to have been useful and highly appreciated. (Some people 
regret that they only concerned “Northern” actors in the evaluations). 

à If a small group of people is particularly charged with participating in the drawing up of 
the Terms of Reference, it is better for them all to share from the start the same knowledge 
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of the object to be evaluated, to be fully informed of the constraints of the evaluation 
(timescale, budget available) and to agree on the specific objectives of the evaluation be-
fore discussing them in more detail17... 

à … 
 

Opinions of partners in Southern countries 
“The conclusions of the evaluation of one French inter-NGO programme served 
no purpose for their partners, national NGOs and their groupings. It was a Fran-
co-French affaire. It had not been designed as a formative evaluation but simply 
as an evaluation, whose ToR had been drawn up by the French NGOs and their 
Ministry” 
 

Choosing the evaluator 
The questionnaire sent out to the ISOs asked: Which is the most determining step in the suc-
cess or failure of an evaluation? The ISOs most often replied “Choosing the evaluators”.  

This choice is thus an important issue. It should always be made by several people according 
to sufficiently explicit criteria and methods. The transparency of the method guarantees neu-
trality and contributes to the credibility of the evaluator.  

The selection criteria obviously depend on the specific features of the evaluation and the ex-
pectations to which it must respond.  

The required “neutrality” or “outside point of view” is not necessarily contradictory with a 
certain level of proximity. The evaluation of programmes managed by small-scale ISOs un-
doubtedly requires particular references. 
 

Opinion of an evaluator in a Northern country 
The regular evaluator a big project sponsor is not necessarily comfortable evalu-
ating a small structure that is very disorganised but not lacking in good qualities 
 

There is not always a single person who possesses all the qualities necessary for carrying out 
an evaluation (knowledge of the local context and the institutional framework, competence in 
several different fields of intervention, references with regard to the approaches and methods 
used in the action under evaluation, an experienced generalist point of view, etc.) Above a 
certain critical size, evaluations are more and more often carried out by pairs of evaluators. 
The advantage is not only the addition of the complementary technical abilities or subject 
knowledge, but also the bringing together of different points of view, experiences and out-
looks. Evaluators from Southern countries are better able to obtain the agreed discourse of the 
“evaluated” but may also be prisoners of the social relationships in which they occur. 

The evaluations studied were most often carried out by “North-South” pairs… (and more 
rarely, until now, by South-North teams). This “co-education” is becoming the rule, though its 
advantages are not always expressed. Complementarity within the pairs does not always hap-
pen by itself. The risk of confining the Southern evaluator to the role of “honorary local” is a 
real one. It is not only maintained by their colleagues in Northern countries. Finally, “co-

 

17 This precaution is useful when institutional politicking results in the inclusion in steering committees of people 
who represent important institutions but who are quite remote from the action under evaluation. 
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education” or not, understanding between the evaluators is a primordial condition for their 
effectiveness… Better to avoid taking the responsibility of bringing together evaluators who 
do not know each other and who you do not know well. Pairs that already exist, and/or whose 
complementarity is proven and organised are more reassuring. 
 

Opinion of an evaluator from a Southern country (summary of an interview) 

An evaluator from a Southern country who participated in an evaluation directed 
by a bureau in a Northern country was not satisfied with the collaboration: 

“Exchange is needed between the different evaluators on the basis of the ToR 
proposed when drawing up the technical offer. This would then enable more 
natural cooperation at team level... The European consultant should focus on the 
French part. A mixed team is interesting if there is a real partnership on the fun-
damentals. There needs to be equal participation on the part of the evaluators 
together with equal responsibility, and that needs to be made clear in the ToR. 
That was not the case for that evaluation in 2001… The final report did not in-
clude the “touch” of the Malian evaluator. The recommendations of the national 
evaluators were not always taken into account. The report was too cumber-
some.” 

According to the procedures of the F3E, the evaluators are chosen by a restricted call for ten-
ders: the F3E secretariat helps the ISO to identify potential evaluators. The ISO reselects some 
of them on the basis of CV or references (from a half dozen up to ten or so as to be sure of 
having three or four responses). It sends them the Terms of Reference it has drawn up. The 
pre-selected bureaus or independent experts, if interested, reply to this request by sending 
back their “bid”. This consists of the CVs of the proposed evaluators, possibly references from 
the bureau, a “methodological note” and a financial proposition.  

The “methodological note” justifies and details the methods proposed by the evaluators for 
best responding to the ISO’s request. The ISO compares these offers and selects the one that 
suits it best (18). 
 
 

2.2 The “field”, the issue of assimilating the process  

Methodology can be discussed, preferably during the first few days of the mission 
The “methodological note” presented by the evaluators is a good indicator of their compe-
tences and of the quality of their written expression. It enables the ISO to assess their under-
standing of its request, and the points of view they intend to adopt to satisfy it. The method 
proposed also reflects their mastery of their “professional fields”… The document is therefore 
very helpful in guiding the choices made of the people charged with selecting the evaluators. 

 

18 This method is not the only possibility. Outside the F3E, some ISOs believe in meeting the various potential 
evaluators before choosing them. They ask them only for a brief methodological note and an estimate or rate. 
They attach more importance to the references and oral interview, to the self-expression and reactivity of the 
evaluators: the evaluation is a communication exercise. Aside from people’s assessment of their conclusions, 
criticisms of the evaluators themselves tend to be about their attitudes and way of communicating rather than 
any lack of competence or methodology. In this approach to selection, the detailed methodological note only 
comes into play after the evaluators have been chosen. 
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But, during the tendering process, this note is drawn up on the basis of a rather brief presenta-
tion of the subject to be evaluated. The evaluator does not therefore have all the information 
necessary for designing a detailed methodology.  

Having a preference for an evaluator does not necessarily mean accepting his or her “meth-
odological note” without discussing it. The note may be less bad than the others, but not nec-
essarily completely satisfactory. But it is very important since it will serve as a contractual 
reference point between the ISO and the evaluator. It will determine the course of the evalua-
tion.  

Consequently, the ISO (or the body responsible for steering the evaluation) should systemati-
cally re-discuss the contents of the note with the evaluators, once they have been chosen, and 
have had the opportunity to invest some more time in their work. 

This discussion firstly enables both parties to verify that they do have the same understanding 
of the objectives and main questions posed by the evaluation. It then enables them to agree in 
more detail on a method and provisional course of action, based on more thorough work on 
the part of the evaluators.  

Il seems that some of the disappointments caused by the evaluations studied in the surveys 
could have been avoided by this type of discussion: the actors the most concerned by an 
evaluation need to be able to discuss and amend the method proposed by the evaluators (the 
tools they intend to employ, the sampling procedures they will use, its progression, the criteria 
and indicators that they propose using, etc.) If they do not understand or accept the methodol-
ogy of the evaluation, they will be reluctant to accept its results. Finally, this understanding is 
necessary for putting the conclusions in context … and thus for using them in the right way. 

The contestations caused by the evaluators’ conclusions more often concern what they based 
their claims upon than the actual content of those claims. The way their recommendations are 
used is a function of the credibility of their observations, which itself largely depends on the 
credibility of their methodology.  

This discussion of the methodologies proposed by the evaluators should take place two to four 
days after the start of their missions, once they have been able to “get into their subjects” and 
draw up sufficiently detailed propositions. It should be conducted with representatives of the 
different categories of people who will be concerned by the evaluation and will have to give 
their opinions about its conclusions. 

Facilitating the work of the evaluators, creating favourable conditions for the assimilation 
of the results 
The evaluators need to work completely independently. But most of them stress that the qual-
ity and productivity of their work often depends to quite a large extent on the availability of 
their interlocutors. An evaluation mission inevitably disturbs the activities of a project or insti-
tution. It must therefore be included in their timetable. 

This availability is not only necessary for facilitating the access of the evaluators to informa-
tion, to sites in the field, and “key people”. It is indispensable for the future assimilation of the 
conclusions of the evaluation (19). This assimilation implies that the people concerned under-
stand, by following the same path, the course of events that led to those conclusions. This oc-
curs by means of intermediate presentation and debate sessions, of varying levels of formality, 

 

19 CF. page 24 above 
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exchange and common reflection between evaluators, evaluated, and other parties involved in 
the evaluation. The availability required is therefore quite “intellectual”. 
 

Opinion of an evaluator from a Southern country 
“Involve the evaluated in the evaluation by explaining the chosen procedure, and 
the criteria and tools used”  

“Create an atmosphere of reflection by giving a regular summary to the evalu-
ated “ 
 

Opinion of an evaluator from a Southern country 
“The relationships between evaluators and evaluated are generally purely “ex-
tractive”. The evaluators come to obtain information. There is no exchange, no 
reflection.” 
 

The commissioning party, the steering committee or their representatives can play a role in 
facilitating this dialogue and reflection, which partly depends on an “initial atmosphere”, 
linked to the way in which the evaluation was announced and prepared. This atmosphere is 
partly determined during the first few days of the evaluation. (If the “methodological note” 
has only been able to be renegotiated “with head office” it should at least be re-presented and 
re-discussed “in the field”). This dialogue and reflection require formal or more often informal 
intermediate meetings between evaluators and “parties involved”. These meetings cannot be 
imposed on the evaluators, but they can be facilitated. 

Co-management is only possible when the format of the evaluation is appropriate  
The formal management of an evaluation, after renegotiation of the “methodological 
note”, very largely depends on its format and the way it was designed.  

A short mission without a break is difficult to “co-pilot”. On the other hand a steering commit-
tee could be used to manage a process split up into stages (general diagnosis / targeted diagno-
sis), or a more iterative and therefore more discontinuous course of action20.  

Such a scenario would no doubt have enabled better handling of those evaluations in the stud-
ied sample which turned out to be conflictual and/or were perturbed by Terms of Reference 
that proved not very coherent during the course of the mission.  
 

 

 

20 The format of the evaluations of ISO projects is still very strongly marked by the fact that their decision centres 
are located in the North, and their preference for evaluators who are geographically and culturally close to 
them. As a result, the short single-phase mission remains the most common format for “overseas” evaluations.  

    Evaluations of analogous projects, of social or local development, carried out in Northern countries by and for 
actors in Northern countries have a completely different format. 
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Opinion of the new coordinator of a branch of an ISO  
In the course of his mission, the evaluator interviewed all the field workers[alc5]. 
But as his work progressed, he held discussions above all with the coordinator of 
the team. Afterwards, the coordinator often referred to the evaluation. But, when 
he left, that led to the results of the evaluation being partly forgotten, doubtless 
together with a reduction in their usefulness. 

2.3 The conclusions: delivery sessions and production of documents 

The “spontaneous” delivery sessions are organised at the end of the evaluators’ mission. The 
“formal” delivery sessions are organised some weeks later on the basis of their provisional 
reports. Both sessions are key moments, determining factors for the assimilation and taking 
into account of the evaluation’s conclusions. They should be expressly planned in the Terms 
of Reference of the evaluation.  

Spontaneous delivery sessions, important and therefore carefully organised 
All the people asked during the course of the survey stressed the importance of the delivery 
sessions organised at the end of the mission, when the evaluators’ conclusions are not yet ei-
ther definitive or even completely formed. According to the initial questionnaire in the study, 
these sessions, which are considered indispensable, are a very frequent, but not yet systematic, 
practice during F3E evaluations. 

Actors in Southern countries appreciate the direct discussion with the evaluators and the prox-
imity of the debate to the shifts or reflections caused by the evaluation: “we must strike the 
iron while it’s hot … the report has often “cooled down””. For them, the issue involved in 
this first delivery session is therefore not taking a decision but exchanging ideas: “The delivery 
session goes to the heart of the matter”, “the propositions were inappropriate, but the debate 
with the beneficiaries was very productive”. In addition, some evaluators use the debates held 
during these sessions to develop an analysis that they hope to share. Others pre-test the reac-
tions caused by their initial conclusions and recommendations.  

However they are organised, these delivery sessions are always a major step, essential for the 
subsequent exploitation of the evaluation. They therefore deserve attention, time and re-
sources. They are often organised in two or three stages, for the different “circles” of parties 
involved in the evaluated project or institution. In the case of a project, they can be organised 
in a series, starting with the project team, then the managers of its main partners, and finally 
the assembly of beneficiaries. For an NGO it could start with the managers and office, con-
tinue with the main partners, and finish with the board and/or whole team. Each “circle” 
brings about and requires a different debate. This therefore implies a different presentation and 
theoretically different materials. The sessions with the second or third “circles” must necessar-
ily be held in the national language. It is sometimes useful for the evaluators to test the reac-
tions caused by their recommendations with the “first circle”, not in order to censor them, but 
to adjust their presentation. 
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Opinion of a geographical programme manager in an ISO 
There was no “spontaneous” delivery session at the end of the evaluation. Our 
partners were not able to debate with the evaluators. They were not able to 
contest some of the conclusions, which seemed erroneous to them. This compli-
cated all the subsequent debates.  

Formal delivery sessions: debates concerning the contractual recommendations and 
conclusions  
In most cases, the external evaluations conclude with “formal” delivery sessions, usually or-
ganised in the “North”, some weeks after the production of the evaluators’ provisional report. 
These sessions have two functions. They initiate discussion and criticism of the report’s final 
conclusions and recommendations. They prepare for the satisfactory conclusion of the con-
tractual relationship between commissioning body, service provider and possibly other part-
ners.  

These sessions can also be held in several stages. 

Depending on the course of the “spontaneous” delivery sessions, it may be judicious to enable 
a large number of people to give their opinions about the conclusions of the evaluation and to 
debate with the evaluators: the more the actors concerned have the opportunity to debate its 
conclusions and understand its foundations, the more chance there is of them assimilating it, 
then using it.  

The spontaneous delivery sessions, sometimes constrained by the geography and timetable, 
are not always sufficient. They often concern more the evaluators’ diagnosis than their final 
propositions. Yet those can be a real issue, since the evaluation is intended to prepare for deci-
sions or the taking up of positions (representatives of actors in Southern countries should 
therefore be able to participate in the “formal” delivery sessions). 

Listening to the people interviewed during the survey, the delivery sessions often lay the fou-
ndations for the dynamics and changes that come out of the evaluations. They take place in 
front of, or with, the main stakeholders and partners in the evaluated projects. The opinions 
exchanged and agreements or disagreements that occur acquire particular importance.  

The discussion between the ISO and the evaluators concerning the “recommendations” does 
not only concern their content, but also their nature. Certain ISOs expect general orientations, 
but do not want to be told how to apply them. Others wish for more detailed recommendations 
that can become operational more directly. The delivery sessions should enable the evaluators 
to adjust their propositions to these expectations, which theoretically ought to have been ex-
pressed in the ToR (21).  

When the debates about the recommendations take the form of very open meetings, it may be 
necessary to conclude the evaluation with a more restricted meeting. This acts as an end to the 
evaluation and to the modifications that the commissioning body wants to make to the evalua-
tors’ still provisional results (Cf. below). The ISO and its partners do not necessarily agree 
with the evaluator’s conclusions, which may be an important issue for the rest of their activi-
ties. The last meeting may therefore be conflictual and should not leave the ISO and evalua-
tors at loggerheads. It should be held with the steering committee, if there is one, or possibly 

 

21 (But the evaluator cannot always go very far in the details of his or her recommendations if the orientations on 
which they are based have not been validated in advance and if that level of detail was not requested right from 
the start. An evaluation is not a feasibility study). 
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in the presence of partners contractually engaged in carrying out the evaluation (the F3E for 
the evaluations it mentors, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for some others). 

Is it through a lack of time? Is there a lack of written traces? The quick surveys carried out to 
help the F3E in its reflections and to illustrate this document found hardly any trace of the 
debates held during the delivery sessions of the evaluations, either “spontaneous” or “formal”. 
This is perhaps a pity. The opinions of the actors concerned on the analyses and recommenda-
tions of the evaluators must be important material for those who will subsequently use those 
recommendations to take decisions decisions. The conclusions of an evaluation are not only 
those of the evaluators22.  
 

Opinion of the head of an ISO  
The organisation’s assessment of the evaluation was mixed because the rec-
ommendations produced were not precise enough and therefore difficult to im-
plement. At the same time, this forced us to work on the recommendations and 
assimilate them, to reformulate them in order to develop courses of action. More 
precise recommendations would perhaps have had the opposite effect. 

The report, an important issue  
The validation of the evaluators’ definitive report, in accordance with the conclusions of the 
final delivery session, is the last act in the contractual relationship between the ISO and the 
evaluators23 and possibly the other contracted parties involved in the exercise. In the case of 
F3E evaluations, the Fund can play the role of guarantor of the end quality of the products 
resulting from the evaluations it mentors. 

This report is an aspect of the transparency that the practice of evaluation seeks to achieve. It 
is therefore intended to be distributed outside the ISO that commissioned the evaluation. It is 
often also intended for the sponsors.  

The written word is permanent. The reports of evaluations sometimes become reference mate-
rials accessible outside the mandate of the people most involved in carrying out the projects 
under evaluation. A few years after the evaluation, the report is often the most significant writ-
ten trace of the project concerned.  

Its content and form are thus a major issue.  

The ISO (and the various bodies that commissioned the evaluation) can therefore be fairly 
exacting concerning the report (while remaining realistic concerning the level of their de-
mands with respect to the evaluators). They can, like some institutional sponsors, state precise 
requirements concerning the expected “format” of the reports (a certain volume, a summary, 
an abstract in French and in the languages of its partners etc.) 
The initial questionnaire in the study showed that the ISOs fairly systematically required 
modifications to the provisional reports. In most cases, the required corrections concern the 
form of the report or factual details. They do not therefore pose major problems because they 
do not call into question the evaluators’ conclusions. But it can happen that a more fundamen-
tal disagreement brings the ISO into conflict with the evaluators. The evaluators may reject 

 

22 Incidentally, the opinion of the parties involved on the course and results of an evaluation is also very useful 
materiel for feeding into a reflection on the evaluation itself, and progressively improving the way they are 
commissioned and carried out. 

23 The role of the evaluator may go further. It may happen that he or she mentors the changes that he or she rec-
ommended. But in that case, in general, it is a different service with a different contract (CF. page 43.)  
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modifications required by the ISO when they consider them contradictory to their own obser-
vations and therefore contrary to the code of practice featured in the document, which they 
will sign and therefore assume responsibility for. They are therefore within their rights. 
In these cases of conflict, and even outside them, more systematically, it may be judicious to 
make up an evaluation report consisting of the evaluators’ report, which they are responsible 
for publishing, and an appendix that gathers together the main reactions caused by that report 
(minutes of meetings, summaries of the delivery sessions, “official” commentaries from the 
ISO, contributions of the main people concerned, etc.) 

The report, a very limited communication tool  
But paradoxically, the sixty- to eighty-page report is also a very limited communication tool. 
It is reserved for those who have access to the document and the ability to read it.  
The study showed that, in the end, the reports of F3E evaluations are very little read. They are 
rarely distributed outside the inner circle of the heads of the ISO and its institutional partners. 
They remain inaccessible to anyone for whom reading a long, not always well written, French 
text is a difficult or impossible exercise. The initial questionnaire showed that the reports, their 
abstracts and their summaries are very rarely translated into the languages used by the major-
ity of the local actors involved in the evaluated projects. 
This type of report should not be the only “product” of an evaluation. The production, distri-
bution and translation of more accessible summaries should be more systematic. Some foreign 
NGOs systematically “translate” the main conclusions of their evaluations into an audiovisual 
presentation or “picture box” for discussion purposes. The evaluator need not necessarily be 
responsible for producing all the material required for circulating information and animating 
debates after the evaluation. 

The final phase of the evaluation neglects a lot of people 
One decentralised cooperation project between a French inter-municipal asso-
ciation and a Malian municipality was implemented by a local small team, who 
describe the last phase in the evaluation: 
A delivery session of about 2 hours was held with us in the field at the end of the 
mission. It was too short. The town hall was not present but that was not a cause 
for concern because it was better to start by taking stock of the evaluation be-
tween ourselves. What was missing was a more general delivery session with 
the partners and beneficiaries at the end of the mission, which would have been 
chaired by the evaluators, and in which the town hall would have participate. 
People remained tense and there was a feeling of suspicion and betrayal of 
confidence. 
Another delivery session took place in France about 6 months after the end of 
the mission. It was too long afterwards with respect to the partner and the popu-
lation of the town, which had been interviewed and had not had any feedback. 
The feelings of mistrust were aggravated. 
A provisional report was sent to us and to the town hall, and commentaries sent 
back to the evaluator. About 30% were included in the final report, which was 
sent to the same actors and to the representative of the French organisation. 
This report cannot be read by the population and partners. A more digestible and 
simpler two- page summary was required. 
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3. Post-evaluation 

3.1 Debate, share, then conclude and inform  

Exploiting the potential of the evaluation starts immediately after the final report is received. 
This should mark the transition from one process to another, not the end of the evaluation. 

Initiating debate and providing information (continued) 
The delivery process described above is not always easy to get right, with difficulties between 
the “North” and the “South”, between the need for internal debate and discussions with part-
ners, between the various timetables of the evaluators, the sponsors, the managers and the 
institutional events of the ISO, etc. The various conclusions of an evaluation may concern 
different groups of people, and require specific debates … Not all the people concerned by the 
evaluation and its consequences were necessarily able to participate in the delivery sessions, 
nor indeed to express themselves or read the voluminous evaluation report. 

A post-evaluation stage of providing information and initiating debate is often indispensable 
for exploiting its potential. It should be planned and managed as such, like all the other steps 
in the evaluation. It requires a certain quantity of resources, which should be included in the 
evaluation budget. The survey and study showed that F3E evaluations almost never include 
such steps designed in advance … with one or two remarkable exceptions.  

The evaluator is no longer indispensable at this stage. An external facilitator can, on the other 
hand, be very useful. 
 
 

Opinion of an evaluated person 
This evaluation enabled professional progress and increased coherence. It led to 
fundamental debates, made argumentation more precise, and enabled us to 
capitalise. It created internal cohesion in the organisation by clarifying discourse 
and enabling us to decide on how it should be structured.  

In addition, it made interesting suggestions concerning monitoring and evalua-
tion (setting up of a system, utilisation of project management tools).  

It was useful for setting up the second programme, which followed it. 

Concluding and deciding 
These debates can be concentrated in specifically organised meetings during the weeks fol-
lowing the end of the evaluation. They can also be spread out over a longer period and inte-
grated into the working rhythms of an operational team, the decision-making bodies of an 
organisation, or an inter-organisational committee. 

They should enable these actors to draw their own conclusions from the evaluation and for-
malise them. 

The evaluators are not necessarily right about everything, cannot be aware of everything, and 
their conclusions are not necessarily formatted in a “ready-to-use” form… Dialoguing with 
them, and perhaps calling into question their observations and recommendations, is one thing. 
Concluding which of their propositions to retain and deciding what to do about them is an-
other. 
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An evaluator may sometimes say or write something stupid. It is rare… but it can happen24… 
and is sometimes very productive because it “obliges” interlocutors to argue their case, to 
specify their collective thoughts, as they have never done before. It is not the conclusions of 
the evaluation that are productive, but the efforts made to seize onto them or counter them … 
and the most fruitful efforts are probably those made after the evaluation. 
 

 
A failed evaluation that produced effects despite everything because it led to a great 
deal of debate 
Despite its misfortunes, controversial report and turbulent delivery session, the 
evaluation of the ICOIF programme appears to have contributed to important 
modifications to the Office’s programme. The tensions that it caused led the 
partners to meet more often. More than the recommendations of the evaluators, 
the meetings persuaded them to change their methods of communication, clarify 
their objectives and set up a monitoring and evaluation system. These tensions 
awakened and facilitated the effective consolidation of former orientations that 
had been rather “loosely” followed until then. 

Transparency can be another objective of the Post-evaluation 
Transparency is very rarely one of the principal objectives of F3E evaluations… unless we 
limit the concept to the obligation to be answerable to sponsors, or to be evaluated without 
having to communicate the conclusions of the evaluation. 

The exceptions, which may be on the increase, obviously require other communication and 
information tools than the eighty-page report or the meeting “between parties involved”. They 
pose the question of the objectivity of the communication produced on the basis of the evalua-
tion. They question the contradiction between the need for simplification of the one and the 
nuances of the other. 

According to the study, these questions were not yet very topical between 1998 and 2002. 

It may well be that they become so during the years to come. 

3.2  Carrying out change and exploiting potential 

The link between evaluation and the process of change 
F3E evaluations seem to have more delayed effects, spread out over time, than immediate and 
direct effects. The effects the most spontaneously mentioned or described in the multiple-
choice questionnaire part of the written survey are “the enriching of internal reflections 
within the ISO”, and significant effects on “the orientations given to the next stages in the 
intervention”, “more strategic than operational in nature” The vast majority manifest them-
selves more than twelve months after the fin of the evaluation. The surveys confirmed this 
rather loose link between evaluation and “effective change” spread out over temps and not 
always isolated from the other factors affecting the strategic reflections of the ISO. 

This “form of influence” is well suited to those who essentially use the evaluation for its func-
tion as an “aid to achieving objectivity”. They are cautious of an external exercise interfering 
too directly in their actions. A priori, they do not consider it to be a “direct vector of change”. 

 

24 Obviously, as you have guessed, the author of these lines has been known to act as evaluator. 

Page  sur 45 43



Capitalisation de l’expérience du F3E  :  Améliorer l’efficacité des évaluations 

 Version finale du document destiné aux acteurs de la solidarité internationale   

The workshops led us to believe that this group is in the majority among the ISO representa-
tives. 

It does not completely satisfy those who believe in a more proactive form of evaluation. This 
group is perhaps more numerous among the institutional partners of the ISOs and certain “fa-
milies” of evaluators than with the ISOs themselves. Nevertheless, many of them expect the 
conclusions of their evaluations to clarify very concrete decision-making processes and lead to 
rapid action. 

The opposition between the two groups only serves to remind us that the evaluation remains a 
customised exercise, to be adapted to each person’s expectations (25). 

But, for the supporters of a more direct relationship between evaluation and change, the issues 
are essentially to be found in the “post-evaluation”. There is still work to do, at the end of an 
evaluation, to go from its conclusions to the implementation of an action plan. It is no longer 
enough to assimilate its conclusions and determine which to adopt, reject or add. They must 
then be hierarchised and converted into concrete action.  
 

Opinion of the head of an ISO 
“The evaluation had hardly any effect other than on the evaluated project be-
cause the evaluation was not followed up by training and exchanges of experi-
ence” 

From the conclusions of the evaluation to taking action, the mentoring of change 
The decisions taken by an ISO, on the basis of the conclusions of an evaluation, are obviously 
very diverse in nature. They are intended to bring about changes of variable size. Their im-
plementation is always a new process, distinct from the evaluation, even though there may be 
a certain degree of continuity from one to the other, if it involves the same actors. 

Carrying out these processes sometimes requires new mentoring services, especially when 
they are intended to bring about major changes26, or embark on developments essentially de-
fined by their objectives and constraints and not yet by an action plan.  

This mentoring can perhaps be entrusted to the initial evaluator, whose work contributed to 
the ISO taking the decision. But it is still a different service (27), separate from the evaluation. 
It would effectively seem rather difficult for an ISO to make up a contract with an evaluator 
that included, right from the start, the mentoring of the application of the evaluation’s conclu-
sions, before it knows what those conclusions will be. 

Nonetheless, some people observe that the end result of this distinction between “evaluation” 
and “mentoring of change” is often that only the first is financed: it is “obligatory” with re-
spect to the sponsor and co-financed by the F3E, whereas the second is not. Decisions made 
post-evaluation, and thus some of the decisions taken as a result of the evaluation, are there-
fore not mentored. 

 

25 CF. page 10 above  
26 These changes may concern the strategy of the ISO (moving from a village-based to a commune-based ap-

proach, delegating some of the implementation of actions to local actors). They may affect its organisational 
structure (giving greater autonomy to local branches). They may concern the institution itself (Facilitating the 
autonomisation of its own teams as local NGOs).  They may also be defined by their objectives (facilitating the 
emergence of single federated organisation of local partners)…. 

27 This shift from the function of evaluator to that of advisor is considered by some to contravene the evaluator’s 
professional code of practice. 
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From evaluation to capitalisation 
This type of direct process between the conclusions of an evaluation and the drawing up of an 
action plan is not the only explicit way to use the conclusions of an evaluation. The survey 
showed that ISOs also exploited the potential of the conclusions by using them retro-actively 
in “worksites” set up several years afterwards, during regularly programmed phases of strate-
gic, or as part of a capitalisation process. 

 
Opinion of the head of a geographical programme in an ISO 
This evaluation was very interesting because it went beyond the project, placing 
it in its context (a high density and high land-pressure zone) and in its global 
problem area (the training and establishment of young farmers). But its potential 
could only have been really exploited if it had included a capitalisation aspect, or 
had been linked to a capitalisation process on these subjects at the level of the 
whole organisation (in this case quite a large NGO working in many countries) 

Once again, these conclusions need to be assimilated and remain accessible. 
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