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Executive Summary

This paper has been drawn up in preparation of one of several Theme Papers being produced under the auspices of the above study programme. It is intended to stimulate further discussion in a workshop in October on the theme of monitoring and evaluating of capacity and capacity development with special reference to developing countries. Thereafter, it is intended that a final Theme Paper on the topic will be produced.

It attempts:

· to relate the ECDPM study to key points emerging from a review of some of the literature on the topic of capacity, capacity development, and its M&E aspects. This literature (see bibliography in Appendix 1) represents the perspective of researchers who have surveyed the scene, and practitioners (development institutions or academics) who have invested in capacity development and which have reflected on their experience. Two broad ‘schools’ are identified: those who have pursued results-based management approaches (embodied amongst others in the project framework), and those who advocate systems thinking – based approaches. 

· to synthesize important contributions from systems thinking champions, pertinent to M&E of capacity and capacity development. These are summarised in Appendix 2. 

· to review some contributions from recently-launched innovative approaches to monitoring and evaluating capacity and capacity development (in Appendix 3). These have systems thinking characteristics. 

· to distil the M&E – related conclusions and issues raised in the programme’s case studies in the light of the above body of experience.

· to draw some conclusions on this basis.

· to raise questions posed by this synthesis, suitable for discussion (along with the rest of the paper) at a proposed workshop of interested specialists in October 2005.

Its general the conclusions so far are that:

1.
There are very few examples in the literature of monitoring of ‘capacity’ itself. However, monitoring of performance is being adopted as one way of formulating conclusions as to capacities which are being developed, and which need further development. 
 See also (8) below.

2.
The literature on the topic is very broad in nature: much of it stems from donors’ concerns with the issue (this is often but not exclusively concerning the public sector of developing countries). A growing body of literature is emerging from NGOs and studies of other independent organisations whose capacity processes appear to be essentially internally-driven, and not propelled by the concerns of an external donor. These are termed ‘endogenous’ processes. 

3.
Wide variations in the roles of donors in relation to capacity development processes were apparent. Donors tend to design and plan capacity-related interventions in detail - especially in public sector interventions. They also tend to use the project - or logical - framework as their design tool. This tool is then used for monitoring progress.

4.
Systems thinking approaches – where no detailed objectives are specified at the outset, and more stress is put on generating feedback and learning as the intervention proceeds - are more common the development of NGO organisations’ capacities, and the monitoring of these approaches. Some donors have funded this type of intervention. In doing so, they have played a low-key role, and demonstrated flexibility.

5.
Results of capacity enhancement efforts in the public sector of developing countries have been disappointing. Some causal factors relate to the problematic political and institutional environment. Donor organisations are themselves part of the problem (see below) especially in the way they apply formal RBM / logical framework analysis. 

6.
The cases in the ECDPM study illustrate that sustainable development and change take time.
 However, results-based management approaches are inimical to the emergence of long-term processes of change and tend to stress short-term ‘product’ or delivery. 

7.
Formalised M&E systems may impede progress with capacity enhancement because major effort on the part of the supported organisation is needed to establish and operate such systems. This detracts resources from the primary mission of the organisation. These factors militate against application of formal target / indicator based M&E systems.

8.
However, there are circumstances where formal M&E of capacity-building-related interventions which have been planned in detail, appears to be feasible and productive (including in the public sector). These circumstances are illustrated in several of the ECDPM cases:

· where it is possible to define the required capacities unambiguously and specifically, and to assess existing capacities (and the gap between them and required levels), so that it is relatively straightforward to define indicators;

· where stakeholders assess their own capacities and performance shortfalls, acknowledge that their capacities are deficient, actively ‘sign up’ to the intervention, and agree to work collaboratively;

· where there are incentives to improve performance, (including demand pressure) and/or extra resources available to build capacities further;

· there is firm leadership, and all the above conditions combine to produce ‘ownership’. 

9.
However, the overwhelming impression from the literature is that these circumstances are rarely encountered or created in donor-supported public sector capacity development interventions in developing countries.

10.
There appear to be difficulties in translating or transferring more informal approaches to M&E to public sector environments for a variety of reasons. These include the difficulties inherent in such environments, the formal ‘official’ relationships donors tend to have with government counterparts, and problems of ‘institutional memory’ in donor organisations. 

11.
Donor organisations face obstacles to improving their own capacity-building capabilities. These obstacles include absence of incentives to devote full attention to M&E aspects of the programme cycle, diffuse accountability within organisations for the function, lack of capacities of, and practical guidance to, staff in how to tackle M&E of capacity building and utilise the results for the promotion of institutional learning.

12.
Accountability mechanisms are significant drivers related to capacity and capacity building, in two ways. 

· On the one hand, donors are significantly propelled (by accountability to taxpayers or auditors) to establish the cost-effectiveness and impact of their funded interventions in capacity building. This is the main reason they tend to adopt project framework / Results Based Management approaches.

· On the other hand, when organisations – be they public or private sector or NGOs – have explicit and functioning accountability mechanisms to their clients or members, these mechanisms act as incentives or spurs to enhanced performance and thus ultimately to the development of improved capacity to deliver.
13.
Strengthening accountability mechanisms appears to be a sound strategy for making M&E of performance enhancement an incentive for development of improved capacities to deliver. There are several approaches which have been adopted. Measuring public opinion on public services and ensuring publication of the results, thus objectively and constructively fuelling the dynamics of the interaction of the ‘suppliers’ of services with ‘clients’ or users of services or their politically-appointed representatives is one approach.

14.
This strategy:  supporting ‘endogenous’ monitoring of performance of public service providers as an ‘entre’ into, and incentive for, monitoring of capacity development over time, is worthy of more attention than it has received. Peers’ and clients’ recognition of performance improvement proved important motivational factors in enhancing and maintaining the ‘dynamic’ of change in several case studies. This approach requires rigorous client-focused information dissemination and feedback processes (for example the CIET opinion survey approach in the Pakistan case). Such ‘endogenous’ feedback appears to be more important than that of ‘exogenous’ stakeholders (such as donors). 

15.
Donors which develop their own monitoring systems which are based on an endogenously developed monitoring systems do not impose any additional monitoring or reporting burden on their counterparts, and thereby do not detract from the very capacities they are trying to improve.

16.
Despite persuasive evidence of the value and effectiveness in terms of organisational capacity building of M&E approaches which:

· are based upon participation through self-assessment of key players;

· encourage reflection and learning on the basis of experience;

· promote internal and external dialogue. 

….there is little evidence of donors reducing their reliance on formal RBM approaches, in favour of more informal systems-thinking influenced approaches, where ‘feedback generation’ could be given greater prominence than ‘measurement’ . (See the tabulation on page 31 for a summary of the distinction between the terms).

17.
Therefore discussion is needed on approaches to M&E of capacity development which themselves contribute to the enhancement of key capacities in participating organisations or systems, and how further application of such approaches can be ‘mainstreamed’ by development co-operation agencies, while preserving and enhancing their accountability.

The paper ends with several questions. These relate to:

· donors and their apparent ‘accountability’ dilemma; 

· whether ‘endogenous’ accountability enhancement based on better and more widely available information represent a way forward; 

· whether donors themselves have the capacity to cope with new paradigms of development co-operation based on trust and ‘letting go’; 

· whether the costs of M&E systems – especially the formalised ones – should be taken more into account, and

· the implications of the paper for capacity-builders and training service providers.       

1.
Introduction

This paper has been prepared as a basis for one of several Theme Papers to be produced under the auspices of the ECDPM capacity, change and performance study. It relates to the issue of the monitoring and evaluating of capacity and capacity development with special reference to developing countries. 

The issue has been selected for additional investigation, and the preparation of the eventual theme paper (one of the ‘Reflection’ series emerging from the research programme) because of:

· the variable level of attention to this function observed during the compilation of the case studies; 

· the variety of approaches encountered in the case studies (particularly in the significance of the role of donors: their role in M&E varied from prominent to low-key); 

· The varying significance of formal M&E systems. Several case study organisations demonstrated significant capacity, and histories of learning from experience and capacity development over time, but apparently without the application of formal M&E systems;

· the problems surrounding monitoring and its follow-up by the principal development agencies, especially when Results-Based Management / project framework logic is the basis for M&E efforts;

· the encouraging insights being derived from some innovative approaches to M&E of capacity and capacity development which have begun to emerge over the past few years, and 

· a wish on the part of the study managers to highlight, and link to the case study observations, these new insights in order to raise for further discussion some important but as yet little-covered issues. 

The paper attempts: 

· to relate the ECDPM study to key points emerging from a review of some of the literature on the topic of capacity, capacity development, and its M&E aspects. This literature (see bibliography in Appendix 1) represents the perspective of researchers who have surveyed the scene, and practitioners (development institutions or academics) who have invested in capacity development and which have reflected on their experience. Two broad ‘schools’ are identified: those who have pursued results-based management approaches (embodied amongst others in the project framework), and those who advocate systems thinking – based approaches. 

· to synthesize important contributions from systems thinking champions, pertinent to M&E of capacity and capacity development. These are summarised in Appendix 2. 

· to review some contributions from recently-launched innovative approaches to monitoring and evaluating capacity and capacity development (in Appendix 3). These have systems thinking characteristics. 

· to distil the M&E – related conclusions and issues raised in the programme’s case studies in the light of the above body of experience.

· to draw some conclusions on this basis.

· to raise questions posed by this synthesis, suitable for discussion (along with the rest of the paper) at a proposed workshop of interested specialists in October 2005.

2.
Background: Capacity, Capacity development and M&E in Context

Governments of developing and developed countries have identified capacity deficiencies in developing countries as a key constraint in achievement of the MDGs. 

The international conferences on sustainable development in Johannesburg and Monterray re-affirmed the importance of the systematic development of capacity in poor countries. The recent report of the Commission for Africa (CfA 2005) did the same, and links capacity (defined as the ability of states to design and deliver policies) with accountability (how the state answers to its people) as the key priorities to be addressed by developing states. 

The report acknowledges that past efforts at capacity building have been disappointing (despite an estimated 25% of donor support having been devoted to it). Key reasons include: piecemeal reforms; poor political commitment and leadership; reforms which were ill-focussed on behavioural issues; short-termism; destructive donor practices (especially concerning aid management  structures) and inadequate monitoring of the impact of reforms. 

The report argues for an explicit framework for monitoring results of well-defined capacity building activities. The principal means of monitoring (governance) practices and capacities is to be the African Peer Review Mechanism (a product of African Union and NEPAD deliberations), to which 24 countries (representing 75% of the continent’s population) have signed up. It notes that HIPC tracking surveys, and client surveys (e.g. scorecards in Tanzania) have been some of the means employed so far; but mutual review is seen as crucial too. 

…and there is some recognition of the importance of complementary approaches to building capacities in public sector environments ..
The recently-published Annual Review of Development Effectiveness (World Bank 2005c pp 35-6) acknowledges the problems encountered and failures in building public sector capacities in difficult socio-political and institutional contexts. It stresses that the lessons from inauspicious experience point to a need for ‘supply-side’ efforts to be complemented with approaches likely to enhance demand for better public sector performance, including tighter accountability, public financial management and decentralisation. Only country ‘ownership’ of capacity enhancement processes could address the influence of political economy and cultural factors affecting demand for public sector performance.

3.
Literature concerning capacity and capacity building in the public sector, and the application of formal M&E approaches 

Most of the M&E literature on capacity issues in development co-operation is based upon formal results-based management and project framework approaches.

The bulk of the literature on M&E of capacity and capacity development appears to be based upon the most common framework used by donors in the design of their interventions: the logical framework. Interventions’ goals or objectives are usually specified in terms of (welfare) outcomes of some target group. The framework posits a logical inter-relationship between input and activities, outputs, intermediate outcomes, and welfare outcomes (sometimes called impacts).
  The causal chain of any intervention is the key to its systematic monitoring and evaluation. Monitoring checks what has happened…evaluation examines why each step may or may not be materialising. Measurable or observable indicators at each level are specified so that it is possible to determine whether or not the stage of the intervention is materialising or not. However, public sector capacity building has usually been treated as a ‘collateral’ objective of donor-supported interventions (which are concerned with improving public sector performance) – rather than a goal in its own right. 
   

… but recent reviews of experience of capacity development initiatives, and particularly its M&E, point to some underlying dilemmas, and a field which is still in its early stages 
…..

· there is little agreement on how to identify and measure the concept. This makes it difficult to assess capacity gaps and evaluate the impact of capacity building programmes at national, institution or organisational levels. A corollary is that the reasons for partial or complete failure of most projects oriented to developing capacity in the 1980s and 1990s remain ill-specified.

· Few studies have attempted to measure capacity. This has been explained by the lack of glamour involved in measuring and understanding the capacity enhancement process (compared to measurement of its apparent results: including improved performance) and because of it being an essentially subjective assessment, involving partial or incomplete information.

· Performance and capacity are inter-related, but not synonymous. While performance may be one indicator of capacity, it may cast little light on which aspects of capacity are deficient.
A review of capacity development in the health sector for USAID by Brown et al (2001) provided further corroborative insights: 

· ‘One explanation for the lack of application in M&E is a general reluctance amongst agencies working in capacity building to quantify the results of capacity measures.’ (p31) The need for numbers to be interpreted and thus the lack of suitability for comparison purposes are cited as supplemental reasons. 

· Most capacity assessment tools (of the 16 reviewed) focussed on organisations, at a particular point in time. 

· Very few assessment tools were developed or have been used strictly for M&E purposes, and few have been validated for this purpose. 

· Methodologies for capacity assessment and for M&E of (health system) capacity appeared to the authors to be ‘still in the early stages of development’. 

· Experience of monitoring changes in capacity over time is limited. 

· There is little empirical evidence indicating which elements of capacity are critical to health system performance, therefore the choice of indicators to assess elements of capacity ‘remains experimental’. Most indicators related to (health) personnel and organisational capacity…’no indicators measured links between the four levels of the health system (system, organisation, personnel, individual/community)’. This would appear to be a fundamental weakness given their clear functional inter-relationships and inter-dependencies.

The picture emerging of capacity and capacity development experience is also reflected in an in-depth assessment of the capacity building experience of the World Bank in Africa.
 Despite the quantitative significance of CB activities as (estimated at one-quarter of total investment credits):

· operations’ CB elements are not based on an adequate needs assessment; 

· they have ill-defined objectives;

· are not quality-assured at design stage; 

· have inappropriately -sequenced activities; 

· vary considerably across sectors (where ‘visibility’ of the sector, and political sensitivity are key variables affecting borrower interest and ownership); 

· feature inadequate attempts to engage borrowers in planning the CB;

· have very limited attention to building national capacities for delivering CB (over half those sampled inadequately addressed the implementation capacity constraints which were ultimately to limit project achievements); 

· focus unduly on bolstering individual skills through training, and 

· overall are not routinely tracked, monitored or evaluated.

The evaluation notes (page 10) that ‘the absence of baseline data and the extremely limited evidence from monitoring and evaluation limit the inferences that can be drawn from the activities reviewed.’
 It concludes (especially for CB embedded in operations and not therefore routinely monitored and evaluated as core objectives) ‘the relevance of Bank capacity building efforts is undermined by insufficient M&E of Bank interventions and the failure of operations to draw lessons from experience’.

4.
Donors, their organisations, and M&E of Capacity Development

… the explanations for dilatory M&E by at least some donor agencies lie close to home - in their own organisations…

The Bank’s African capacity building report does not cast much light on the causal factors for the discouraging assessment of capacity building experience and its M&E. These were however usefully highlighted in an almost concurrent publication: the 2004 Annual Report on Operations Evaluation
. They comprise essentially internal organisational factors:

· poor incentives for good M&E within the Bank staff and amongst borrowers. Earlier reports have noted the importance of addressing the incentives question. ‘No such review has been attempted yet.’ ‘Management still needs to develop time-bound actionable measures to address this issue’. ..’many staff and managerial incentives do not fully support the move to a results oriented M&E, and managing for results…in some cases they inhibit it.’ ‘Incentives for M&E have been traditionally weak in the Bank because of the lack of a learning culture.’ … ‘interviewees reported that they felt discouraged from monitoring results when things had not gone quite as anticipated.’ 

· diffuse accountability and lack of clarity on M&E roles and responsibilities amongst Bank staff and between the Bank and borrowers. ‘The bank has attempted, but has not yet succeeded in identifying measures of Bank performance and of the Bank’s contribution to development outcomes, for which staff can be held accountable.’ (p11)  

· weak Bank and borrower capacity for M&E. This was manifested in inadequate resources made available for internal capacity building, existing staff being insufficiently skilled and/or uninterested in prioritising M&E); ..inadequate guidance to staff  ‘The interviewees .. reported lack of operationally-relevant guidance about the implications of those messages…. mixed messages: recent messages on the importance of increasing Bank lending and the Infrastructure Initiative could compete with the outcome focus..and lack of recognition for following the rhetoric on the importance of M&E:.. interviewees also observed that management should reinforce its message on managing for results by recognising staff who respond to the message. 

These factors had prevented the achievement of a target that results-based M&E would be mainstreamed in all operations by 2004.  Absence of adequate results-oriented M&E data has led to the postponement of the planned transformation of the Annual Report on Portfolio Performance into an ‘Operational Performance and Results Review’ until 2007. ‘The absence of such reporting limits the scope of corporate decision-making to be grounded in results information’.

…but it is not just a lending institution such as the Bank which has problems internalising and acting on learning from its own experience …
In one of the rare cases of examination of a bilateral development organisation’s internal workings, procedures and ‘culture’, Elinor Ostrom and others analysed SIDA with a view to assessing the extent to which it as an organisation – and the staff it employs – influences the incentives for stakeholder performance and sustainability of the benefits of development initiatives in partner countries (including via capacity building support). (Ostrom et al 2002).  Their findings on the issue of individual and organisational learning in SIDA were that:

(regarding individual learning in SIDA)

· SIDA staff rotate rapidly between assignments; 

· SIDA has few mechanisms to ensure effective transfers of knowledge from recently-returned staff experienced in field operations;

· there was a growing proportion of temporary staff which negatively affects learning about sustainability;

· SIDA’s career advancement criteria is unrelated to performance and sustainability of past projects (with which the person has been associated);

(regarding organisational learning):

· ‘Few formal evaluations contribute to new knowledge that can benefit the prospects for sustainability, because they rarely include significant stakeholders, and come too late in the project cycle to affect activity decisions and outcomes. More than four out of five staff interviewed considered evaluations largely ineffective.’ 

· ‘No department reported on efforts to learn about sustainability from ongoing projects’.

· ‘Perverse incentives thrive in the absence of information’. (page 45)

The recently-published Paris Declaration (DAC 2005) notes a range of  impediments to effective collaboration with recipient countries and their institutions in order to deliver support to the achievement of the MDGs, and makes a series of commitments to address them, some of which related to capacity development. These include establishing common criteria for assessment of public financial management and procurement systems; higher proportion of co-ordinated programmes of technical assistance in support of capacity development; reduction in prevalence of parallel implementation structures,
 and more joint donor missions.  

It remains to be seen whether donors will be able and willing to change their practices in line with these agreed goals, and adopt more flexible approaches. 

5.
Public sector capacity building and related M&E: ECDPM Case Study Material 
Some of these (donor) organisational and public sector context problems have been reflected in the case studies…
Some of the ECDPM cases cast further light on the dilemmas being faced by development organisations in keeping track of the effectiveness of their capacity-oriented interventions in what are often highly problematic institutional contexts. The study of devolved education service delivery in Punjab province, Pakistan depicted the dysfunctional context in which the many development partners worked, and a history of discouraging results in capacity building in the public sector (see box below).

M&E of Capacity and Capacity Building in Punjab Province, Pakistan 

The National, Provincial and District political, socio-economic, and governance context was unfavourable for the productive application of techniques or systems developed and introduced through ‘capacity development’, and posed no incentives – indeed it posed disincentives – to key players’ performance.
 Accountability at all levels was weak.  

‘Capacity Building’ (equated with off-job training) was a major industry for providers within the public service. Vested interests amongst providers in the continuation of ‘training’ appeared strong. They had no incentives to learn more about local reality or needs, nor interest or capacity to respond flexibly to such features. Training appeared to have become a ritualistic exercise. 

Monitoring or evaluation exercises fell victim to this unpropitious context. M&E efforts for capacity building programmes were uncommon, mounted only by donors if at all, and depicted universally poor results in terms of impact on work performance or practices. 

There was no evidence of donors’ sharing of or reflecting on, poor results of capacity building efforts , and only one case the results of these M&E exercises being acted upon decisively by the Provincial government (the expensive but futile training scheme in question was abandoned). Such decisiveness (either on donors’ or the government’s part) was thus the exception rather than the rule.  

However, the Ethiopia and Pakistan cases illustrated the potential importance of endogenous accountability mechanisms as influences on capacity, and incentives for capacity enhancement

The Ethiopia case (concerned with the same issue as the Pakistan/Punjab case: education service delivery capacity under devolved governance arrangements) also illustrated the importance of ‘endogenous’ forms of performance monitoring: in this case, committees at local level demanding ‘downwards accountability’ acting as a driver of performance improvement and therefore a source of pressure for improved delivery capacities, and a traditional form of appraisal of individuals (‘Gemgema’).

Ethiopia: Capacity-Building for Devolved Education Services: Endogenous accountability mechanisms

Education monitoring committees at District (Woreda) and sub-District levels – made up of citizens most of whom are parents - contribute extraordinary volumes of resources to education. They are therefore highly critical observers of government input delivery, including teachers’ performance. Tight (downwards) accountability of autonomous local governments to their client communities bodes well for capacity development to promote local system delivery performance.

Ethiopia has also institutionalised a system of individual performance assessment (‘Gemgema’) which involves ‘360 degree’ type assessment of leaders by subordinates. This was developed by the main liberation movement – the TPLF – during the war against the Derg regime.

Autonomous Regional governments were experimenting with annual (institutional) performance assessments of its departments, and individual performance incentive awards (but only for the staff of those Departments which had excelled). 

The Pakistan case also had some encouraging evidence of the potential of accountability and information mechanisms as a driver of better public sector delivery performance, through endogenous approaches.

Capacity and Capacity Building in Punjab Province, Pakistan: towards more endogenous M&E through accountability and information for user empowerment
The study team met only one person in government who had a clear unambiguous view of what ‘capacity development’ related to public sector services entailed. The Chairman of the National Reconstruction Bureau saw it as a process of popular empowerment via Citizen Community Boards, (newly-formed local level committees of citizens and service users) and provision of more information to ordinary people, to provide prospects for greater ‘voice’ from users of services.

A service delivery survey (being conducted in several ‘rounds’ over time by CIET) was seen in the study as the only reliable benchmark of public opinion on services. When implemented regularly - as is the case – it represents a means of introducing a degree of public accountability into the system: through information provision, and publicity of results.
The Rwanda Revenue Authority case (below) also illustrates the potentially productive synergy of internal or ‘endogenous’ pressures (from the top: MoF, as well as from the ‘bottom’ in terms of public opinion on service) with that of an external facilitator of change processes (who can provide comparative evidence or insights from elsewhere.)

Rwanda Revenue Authority: monitoring of performance, learning, capacity enhancement and change in Tax Administration
The Rwanda Revenue Authority has improved its performance markedly since its establishment in 1997. Monitoring of RRA performance is largely endogenous to the public sector system and takes place at several levels: via IT systems of the compliance with revenue collection targets set by the Ministry of Finance, as well as cost-effectiveness indicators and measures of customer satisfaction. Organisation – wide indicators are translated into departmental, divisional, group and individual targets. There are also ‘process’ targets connected with audits performed, smugglers apprehended, and cases of corruption. It also monitors changes in the policy and legislative environment nationally, regionally and globally. Board members play a role in bringing these issues to the attention of management. Thirdly, there are monitoring systems in place for the relationship between the RRA and its primary development partner, DFID. A quarterly Steering Committee, weekly sub-committees on project components, and ‘Output to Purpose’ Reviews have all contributed to the organisation’s learning ability.  A full-time DFID Project Manager monitors DFID-provided resources, supervises TA, and overviews the management of change process within RRA. TA personnel have participated in ‘modernization teams’ set up to support restructuring and transformation of particular departments or functions. Overall, the case study points out that ‘the transformation of the RRA has been a locally-driven process, underwritten and sustained by a strong ownership, and driven by decisive leadership.’

Another case – also concerned with the public sector but this time in local government – depicted how a rigorous M&E framework with clear measurable indicators has provided a tool for capacity building. The cases help indicate the conditions under which the use of such a formal, rigorous framework ‘works’.
Philippines : Local Government Support Programme

This case presents the most complete and detailed monitoring framework for (local government) capacities and performance of all the cases. Under five performance areas (governance, administration, social services, economic development and environmental management) it depicts 17 capacities and 46 indicators. The LG Performance Management System is to be launched nationally in 2005, having been field tested in 2004.

LG self-assessment is encouraged as part of the programme. LGs which have received assistance are more likely to identify a full range of capacities they want developed whereas non-assisted LGs have tended to focus only on key service sectors’ capacities. However, only LGs which actively requested assistance (based on their self-assessments using an ‘Appreciative Enquiry’ approach) and expressed willingness to participate actively in their own development process were provided with TA.

The four-stage capacity development process culminates in ‘institutionalisation’ which includes a ‘recognition conference’ (organised by each participating LG, with assistance from the consultants) in which summarises improvements in LG performance and accomplishments over the life of the programme. These have reportedly improved motivation of newly-elected and re-elected officials to continue improvement efforts. It is acknowledged that a long period is needed before conclusions as to the sustainability of organisational changes put in place can be drawn.

The paper reports that ‘LGSP-assisted LGs realised the need for continuous learning in their LG’ and that ‘capacity building was an ongoing process in which development of certain capacities gives rise to the need for further CD’. They also recognised the value of performance measurement as an input into development planning, allocation of resources and improving responsiveness of services to citizens. They also recognised that hitherto, there had been little capacity nationally to document, disseminate and support replication of locally-initiated innovative practices. LGSP had tackled this problem. The credibility and intelligibility of examples of how to make changes are greater if they come from another LG, not a training organisation. 

An elaborate M&E system has been developed (using many of the same indicators as the PMS) to measure the results of LGSP activities, AND to help develop LGs’ capacities for performance management, including involvement of constituents and service users. The latter lead to better official understanding of community needs. 

This experience - of the apparent effectiveness in certain circumstances of a precise statement of performance required - is echoed by one of the few positive examples of capacity building and its monitoring cited in the World Bank African Capacity Building Report. In taking forwards its public financial management agenda, a key feature has been ‘the introduction of public financial management performance indicators that serve to identify country capacity needs, and prioritise donor support to capacity building’. Amongst the five principal ways to improve its approach to capacity building in financial management, the Bank has identified: ‘deepen the diagnosis of underlying political and institutional solutions’ and ‘establish outcome indicators and the process for monitoring and evaluating capacity building activities’. (World Bank 2005a page 30).   

6.
M&E practices in a systems thinking framework: the literature 

Analysis of the significance of systems thinking for capacity and capacity development – and in particular the phenomenon of organisations as entities which learn – has featured in the main study of capacity, change and performance (see Morgan 2005).  One of this school’s central tenets is that reflection on organisational systems’ practical experience of attempting to achieve goals provides the best frame of reference for deciding ‘what works, what doesn’t, and why’ and therefore for future decision-making. Therefore monitoring and evaluation of experience is key to systems thinking, in so far as feedback on practical results of an organisation’s work contributes to learning.  Involvement of a range of stakeholders in processes of reflection – including those in, and served by, the organisation – can contribute to the ‘emergence’ of analytical capacities and ‘ownership’ of the organisations’ mission. 

Some corollaries include: 

· detailed predetermined strategies for the development of capacity are at best irrelevant and at worst counter-productive; 

· M&E systems established for reasons of external accountability of funding agencies (measuring the effectiveness of donors’ resources devoted to a specific capacity building strategy) may not provide a suitable environment for learning and feedback to the principal organisational actors involved;

· Wheatley (1999, and see Appendix 2) goes further and suggests that measurement will not produce favourable behaviour changes..and indeed may damage the quality of working relationships, and ‘trivialise the meaning of work’. 

We summarise at Appendix 2 some recent contributions on systems thinking and its actual and potential implications and application in monitoring and evaluation of development co-operation initiatives. The references summarised in Appendix 2 involve formative evaluation, the distinction between ‘feedback’ and ‘measurement’ 
 and several overviews of recent experience with capacity building whose conclusions are supportive of the application of systems thinking approaches and which point towards the futility of attempting precise measurement and ‘impact evaluation’ in multi-factor fields such as organisational capacity development.

7.
M&E Practices in a Systems Thinking Framework: the ECDPM cases

Several of the cases involve non-government organisations, which illustrate their approach to monitoring and learning from their performance and activities. What is striking in these cases is their implicit reflection of systems thinking approaches to capacity and capacity development, and of the importance of informal approaches to M&E in that.

One case (ENACT) illustrated how the donor actually changed its approach to M&E of the beneficiary organisation’s performance. 

Environmental Action Plan (ENACT) Jamaica

The case depicts how formal ‘predictive, detailed and mechanistic’ approach to performance monitoring was abandoned as unworkable in favour of empowerment of front-line staff to ensure capacity for rapid response in the face of opportunities arising for interaction with stakeholder groups. This was consistent with the adopted approach to organisational change in environmentally-significant organisations and networks: experimental, seeking out willing partners, building awareness, absence of a ‘model’ to assess capabilities or performance levels, not ‘pushing’ but letting partners adapt and adopt measures at their own pace. 

The donor – CIDA – modified its approach to monitoring ENACT from tight control and ‘counting’ of attainment of targets, towards a more ‘learning-friendly’ approach. 

Indeed the peculiarities of ENACT militate in favour of such an approach:

- it has no definitive pre-planned programme;

- it works through other organisations, and does not seek attribution of positive impacts;
- M&E functions emerge in the context of demands from partners and beneficiaries, and are designed participatively;
- a variety of monitoring techniques would be implied in an organisation which is engaged in such a diverse range of activities, and its workload has precluded major attention to these techniques up to now (and this impeded full analysis in the case of performance outcomes of ENACT’s work).
CIDA has to its credit resisted the temptation to push for short-term results, or to attempt to micromanage ENACT. It abandoned an inappropriate monitoring system; continuity and consistency of donor support were maintained.

One case (COEP) illustrates a purely nationally-sponsored network organisation which has avoided formal performance monitoring altogether. 

COEP Brazil

This is a Brazilian-initiated, Brazilian-resourced initiative. It is a successful national voluntary network of over 800 member organisations (public, private and NGO) devoted to social development. Its initial membership in 1993 was 30.

It has not explicitly monitored its performance or the social effectiveness or impact of the changes brought about by its participating organisations and their projects (841 had been supported by COEP by June 2004). ‘Evaluation would probably be a low priority for most people in the network’. ‘COEP has an activist culture and its participants use their time to act on social issues’.

What it does do, via the Administrative Council, is robustly monitor adherence by members to the principles and statutes to which they subscribe (initially in writing) as members. While it has no jurisdiction over its members, its ‘informal power’ and influence over members comes from its legitimacy and the charisma and personal trust in which its leadership is held.

COEP is not a funding agency, but has ‘leveraged’ members’ resources by encouraging mutual collaboration. It has mounted major national campaigns to mobilise institutions and the general public to fight poverty and has encouraged ‘active citizenship’.

‘Cadernos’ (notebooks) and videos record successful projects ..these raise the public profile of the COEP network. ‘Reference Projects’ are identified as being particularly innovative…information on these are made available to members and other development organisations.

Personal and group initiative and drive have carried COEP forward.

Another (Lacor Hospital) depicts a foreign-supported medical facility, which is also part-funded by the state. Its monitoring is essentially a system of regular and systematic face-to-face self-assessment.

Lacor Hospital, Uganda

This successful iconic medical facility functions in accordance with fundamental principles rather than adopting explicit strategies to achieve plans. Its core principle is ‘to offer the best possible service to the largest number of people at the lowest possible cost’

It has a culture of self-assessment and self-regulation, based on open-ness and information gathering (rather than ‘control systems’). Several workshops held annually since 2002 brought together the board, management and its stakeholders. Its functioning and future were discussed. They promoted two-way learning between stakeholders and hospital management, and internal learning amongst the hospital’s staff. They have been the main monitoring device to date. 

Although the hospital is partly dependent on an external donor, and does have to account for the funds it uses, ‘no external authority has forced any project or process on it’. However, financial accountability systems of the hospital need attention given the somewhat burdensome reporting required of both the Ministry of Health (approx 16% of its running costs) and other external funding agencies. 

These three cases above illustrate non-formal approaches to organisational learning and the continuous development of capacities. The case study of a regional NGO (IUCN Asia)
 provides more evidence in this vein. The IUCN case (see box below) also illustrates the capacities identified as central to the emergence of a credible, learning responsive regional organisation, and the practical but varied approaches to capacity building it adopted.

IUCN Asia: Capacity Building for Regional Credibility

IUCN is unique in that it combines governmental and NGOs in membership, to further its vision of ‘a just world which values and conserves nature’. Regional level initiatives, such as the IUCN Asia (Bangkok) regional office, are a relatively new venture. The case focuses on the capacity-building process 1995-2005 to meet the goal of developing a dynamic, sustainable regional organisation poised to bridge the global and local conservation aspirations of IUCN in Asia. The perspectives of those engaged in it are the primary sources of material in the case, distilled from self-reflection facilitated by a consultant. 

An important contributor to this process has been the flexibility demonstrated by funding agencies, which has enabled IUCN to experiment and test new approaches, and to maintain a spirit of innovation and creativity. Some donors have established performance requirements to be met, which vary donor to donor. Staff exchanges have taken place, providing directly some institutional knowledge in funding partners of the nature of IUCN’s work.

Perspectives on capacity and its growth included: 

- evolution of the learning processes established in the strongest country office (Pakistan) to IUCN Asia (embodied in the Regional Director: who used to lead that office);  

- growth in ‘capacity’ of IUCN Asia was evidenced in its prompt and effective reaction to the tsunami (which would have been impossible several years ago), and also in the 

- recognition it was accorded as a truly regional organisation. 

- technical and managerial capacities were evident, marked by capacities to respond to change quickly, through a ‘teaming’ process (forming small teams and their corresponding networks to tackle specific aspects of a larger programme response). 

- Its regional nature was developed out of strong sense of ownership of (and stake in) IUCN amongst host-country governments, as well as the pan-regional challenges, and the corresponding programmes IUCN established.

Four elements of a ‘bundle’ of capacities were identified:

- Institutional culture and systems (incl values, management approaches, consultative decision-taking;)

- Content/technical (delivery abilities: planning coordination, monitoring, brokerage, influencing)

- Strategic interaction with external context (maintaining regional integrity while balancing national and global levels)

- Adaptability and flexibility (repositioning; shaping new partnerships)
Capacity building was seen as an ongoing, continuous process, motivated in part by the (external) expectations of development partners (funders) such as CIDA, SDC, Norad, Dutch government and SIDA. Internally, capacity development was moved forward by management – but flexibly with continuous adaptation, within a framework provided by agreed policy and regional strategy documents. ‘I do not have a road-map, only a goal (which can change)’ said the Regional Director. She attempted to create an enabling environment for the creative formation of IUCN in Asia, based on shared values, encouraging re-thinking and re-fashioning.

Monitoring the external environment (members, developments, the policy settings, partnership opportunities) was done by a fill-time Director of Constituency Development. The Director of Organisational Development identified commonalities among, and differences between, organisational components and fostered integration and the sharing of lessons between country programmes. Both posts mentored, trained and monitored the system. Information – sharing networks were critical to building capacity within IUCN in Asia (including the Senior Management Forum).

Formal training has contributed to individual and organisational development, but the prevalent modes are experiential, including mentoring and on-job training (including exchanges of staff with some partner funding agencies). Specialists are tasked amongst other things with developing organisational capacity in their particular field…again this is achieved through working together on joint initiatives, rather than formal ‘training’.

The cases summarised above strike common chords with the systems thinking literature. Such echoed themes include:

· Identification - and recognition throughout the organisation - of overall goals, and emphasis on values which should be reflected in achieving them;

· clarity of the mission of the organisation for its staff and/or members;

· knowledge of its mission, and recognition of its contribution, from those it serves;

· leadership: especially empowerment by the leader of principal staff to encourage experimentation;

· regular opportunities for learning from experience, self-assessment, and the identification of ‘stories’ involving positive examples or experiences, significant changes or errors;

· flexibility in structures, team-formation, partnerships and approach in the light of new needs or past experience;

· encouragement of individual and group skills development in response to identified needs or new priorities;

· emphasis on on-job development of such skills, though participative face-to-face practical ‘hands-on’ approaches; 

· informality of M&E systems (where they exist at all), and their being in a form responsive and relevant to the needs or requirements of members or clients.

Another striking feature of the cases is nature of the role of donors. Where they play a role, it is one of:

· financial support but minimal interference with detailed planning or strategy 

· trusting the supported organisation to deliver and to learn from its own experience (but not necessarily to be ‘expert’)

· acceptance of periodic reporting in formats which are related to routine information exchange in the organisation.

8.
Innovative Approaches to Monitoring of the Development of Performance and Capacity Development 

There is a range of innovative approaches to the task of evaluating capacity development being piloted, adapted and adopted in various country settings. They tend to follow the gradually-recognised ‘good practice’ principles which have been emerged from less-than successful past practices and the impediments which the literature – especially that related to systems thinking - has reflected. Several are summarised in Appendix 3. These include:

· Action Aid’s Accountability Learning and Planning System (ALPS)

· The Most Significant Change (MSC) Technique

· Outcome Mapping

Their common characteristics include:

· They involve structured interaction and reflection between stakeholders;

· These approaches are not concerned primarily with quantitative measurement or analysis, but with creating consensus as to what represents qualitative improvements or ‘contributions’ towards achievement of broad developmental goals, without any attempts to attribute changes to specific inputs.

· They rarely make reference to detailed, pre-determined outcome indicators, but are more likely to reflect emergent themes or trends based on day-to-day practical experience.

· Work stories’ generated by a range of actors are often vehicles for ‘sense-making’ of what is happening, and with what effects. These innovative approaches usually involve dissemination of information about ‘what happened’ and cause there to be critical reflection and analysis of that experience. 

· They attempt to demystify and de-professionalise M&E and allow clients – including the most vulnerable - to have a voice in periodic reflection on achievements and learning to date.

· They therefore develop capacities of analysis, debate and consensual decision-making amongst stakeholders and within the organisations’ staff themselves.

9.
Conclusions

1.
There are very few examples in the literature of monitoring of ‘capacity’ itself. However, monitoring of performance is being adopted as one way of formulating conclusions as to capacities which are being developed, and which need further development. The distinction between capacity and performance has recently been summarised by Lavergne (2005) in the context of the Learning Network on Programme Approaches (LENPA). Capacity is seen as being the potential to perform.

2.
The literature on the topic is very broad in nature: much of it stems from donors’ concerns with the issue (this is often but not exclusively concerning the public sector of developing countries). A growing body of literature is emerging from NGOs and studies of other independent organisations whose capacity processes appear to be essentially internally-driven, and not propelled by the concerns of an external donor. These are termed here ‘endogenous’ processes.

3.
Wide variations in the roles of donors in relation to capacity development processes were apparent. Donors tend to design and plan capacity-related interventions in detail - especially in public sector interventions. They also tend to use the project - or logical - framework as their design tool. This tool is then used for monitoring progress.

4.
Systems thinking approaches – where no detailed objectives are specified at the outset, and more stress is put on generating feedback and learning as the intervention proceeds - are more common the development of NGO organisations’ capacities, and the monitoring of these approaches. Some donors have funded this type of intervention. In doing so, these donors have played a low-key role, and demonstrated flexibility.

5.
Results of capacity enhancement efforts in the public sector of developing countries have been disappointing. Some causal factors relate to the problematic political and institutional environment. Donor organisations are themselves part of the problem (see below) especially in the way they apply formal RBM / logical framework analysis.

6.
The cases in the ECDPM study illustrate that sustainable development and change take time. However, results-based management approaches are inimical to the emergence of long-term processes of change and tend to stress short-term ‘product’ or delivery.

7.
Formalised M&E systems may impede progress with capacity enhancement because major effort on the part of the supported organisation is needed to establish and operate such systems. This detracts resources from the primary mission of the organisation. These factors militate against application of formal target / indicator based M&E systems.

8.
However, there are circumstances where formal M&E of capacity-building-related interventions which have been planned in detail, appears to be feasible and productive (including in the public sector). These circumstances are illustrated in several of the ECDPM cases:

· where it is possible to define the required capacities unambiguously and specifically, and to assess existing capacities (and the gap between them and required levels), so that it is relatively straightforward to define indicators;

· where stakeholders assess their own capacities and performance shortfalls, acknowledge that their capacities are deficient, actively ‘sign up’ to the intervention, and agree to work collaboratively;

· where there are incentives to improve performance, (including demand pressure) and/or extra resources available to build capacities further;

· there is firm leadership, and all the above conditions combine to produce ‘ownership’.

9.
However, the overwhelming impression from the literature is that these circumstances are rarely encountered or created in donor-supported public sector capacity development interventions in developing countries.

10.
There appear to be difficulties in translating or transferring more informal approaches to M&E to public sector environments for a variety of reasons. These include the difficulties inherent in such environments, the formal ‘official’ relationships donors tend to have with government counterparts, and problems of ‘institutional memory’ in donor organisations.

11.
Donor organisations face obstacles to improving their own capacity-building capabilities. These obstacles include absence of incentives to devote full attention to M&E aspects of the programme cycle, diffuse accountability within organisations for the function, lack of capacities of, and practical guidance to, staff in how to tackle M&E of capacity building and utilise the results for the promotion of institutional learning.

12.
Accountability mechanisms are significant drivers related to capacity and capacity building, in two ways. 

· On the one hand, donors are significantly propelled (by accountability to taxpayers or auditors) to establish the cost-effectiveness and impact of their funded interventions in capacity building. This is the main reason they tend to adopt project framework / Results Based Management approaches.

· On the other hand, when organisations – be they public or private sector or NGOs – have explicit and functioning accountability mechanisms to their clients or members, these mechanisms act as incentives or spurs to enhanced performance and thus ultimately to the development of improved capacity to deliver.

13.
Strengthening accountability mechanisms appears to be a sound strategy for making M&E of performance enhancement an incentive for development of improved capacities to deliver. There are several approaches which have been adopted. Measuring public opinion on public services and ensuring publication of the results, thus objectively and constructively fuelling the dynamics of the interaction of the ‘suppliers’ of services with ‘clients’ or users of services or their politically-appointed representatives is one approach.

14.
This strategy:  supporting ‘endogenous’ monitoring of performance of public service providers as an ‘entre’ into, and incentive for, monitoring of capacity development over time, is worthy of more attention than it has received. Peers’ and clients’ recognition of performance improvement proved important motivational factors in enhancing and maintaining the ‘dynamic’ of change in several case studies. This approach requires rigorous client-focused information dissemination and feedback processes (for example the CIET opinion survey approach in the Pakistan case). Such ‘endogenous’ feedback appears to be more important than that of ‘exogenous’ stakeholders (such as donors).

15.
Donors which develop their own monitoring systems which are based on an endogenously developed monitoring systems do not impose any additional monitoring or reporting burden on their counterparts, and thereby do not detract from the very capacities they are trying to improve.

16.
Despite persuasive evidence of the value and effectiveness in terms of organisational capacity building of M&E approaches which:

· are based upon participation through self-assessment of key players;

· encourage reflection and learning on the basis of experience;

· promote internal and external dialogue.

….there is little evidence of donors reducing their reliance on formal RBM approaches, in favour of more informal systems-thinking influenced approaches, where ‘feedback generation’ could be given greater prominence than ‘measurement’ . (See tabulation on page 31 for a summary of the distinction between the terms).

17.
Therefore discussion is needed on approaches to M&E of capacity development which themselves contribute to the enhancement of key capacities in participating organisations or systems, and how further application of such approaches can be ‘mainstreamed’ by development co-operation agencies, while preserving and enhancing their accountability. 

10. Questions posed by the cases, and the literature concerning M&E of capacity and capacity development 

Donors and their accountability dilemma 

1.
One set of questions revolves around the inevitably major role of donors in supporting and monitoring capacity development in developing countries.

· It appears that the adoption by many donors of logical frameworks as basic tools of programme design and formal monitoring is motivated primarily by their own obligation of accountability for the use of resources. However, 

· are Results-based management approaches inevitably inimical to emergence of long-term processes of change, through their tendency to stress short-term product or service delivery?

· is it indeed the case that formalised M&E systems imposed by some donors impede progress with capacity enhancement (because major effort is needed to establish and operate such systems), thus detracting resources from the primary mission of the organisation?

· Is there more scope to encourage donors to emphasise to supported organisations mechanisms for keeping close to their constituencies, thereby enhancing the prospects for ‘endogenous’ processes of performance monitoring, which in turn can lead to incentives for improved capacities?  

Have donors the capacity to cope with a new paradigm for international co-operation?

2. 
Jean Horstman asks ‘Is international development ready for processes and structures built on trust and forgiveness?’. 

In view of:

· examples of donor flexibility (CIDA demonstrated its flexibility - and trust - in the ENACT case by abandoning an inappropriate formal M&E system);

· the acknowledgement by the World Bank (2004b) that ‘One lesson from international experience is that managing for results can only be achieved with profound changes of organisational culture and incentives…..and that changing mental models is the central challenge.’

· the impetus, and most of the resources, for M&E including of capacity and capacity development comes from donors;

· there are indications of major capacity constraints in donor organisations, resulting from the way they are staffed (with ever-changing and moving specialists - not necessarily practitioners), and more reliance on consultants, procured through cumbersome regulations), their tendency to introspection, peer-competition, and to seek new aid modalities and change priorities, their preference for parallel structures, and for reports rather than on-site facilitation from their consultants…  

· Is there any evidence reflection by donors on the ineffectiveness of much of their current M&E practices as a means of building capacities in the organisations they seek to assist?  

· Should donors be encouraged to change their own ‘mental models’ relating to learning, and capacity development in the organisations they support?

· Will the DAC Paris Declaration (DAC 2005) will serve as an implementable framework for improved donor ability to respond to capacity building challenges amongst others implied in the MDGs?

Costs

3.
In all the material of M&E of capacity and capacity development there are very few references to the costs involved in these activities. Most discussion centred on methodological questions. Only the World Bank (2004b) identified absence of costing of M&E as a possible omission in M&E strategy development. Boesen et al in their major methodological contribution to M&E of capacity for DANIDA never mention the costs of applying their elaborate 15-step model. However, Action Aid has picked up evidence of dissatisfaction amongst its client communities over the costs in terms of lost time and thus income opportunity-costs of the intensive participation, which their ALPS implies. The evaluation of Outcome Mapping methodology picked up concerns about the intensity of time (and therefore cost) inputs it required.

· Why are there so few references to the costs of monitoring and evaluation of capacity and capacity development? 

· Is it an important issue?

Capacity of Capacity Builders
4.
Very little material encompasses the role of the ‘capacity-builders’ be they academic and/or training institutions, consultants, peer organisations, donor staff advisers. Only one example was cited (in the Bank’s Africa CB report) of a project to help transform ‘traditional’ academic training providers into innovative, responsive facilitators of organisational development in their (expanded) client groups.
 

· What needs to be done to relate the conclusions of this paper to the work of capacity builders and training service providers?     
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APPENDIX 2

Systems Thinking Approaches, and their link to M&E of Capacity

Analysis of the significance of systems thinking for capacity and capacity development – and in particular the phenomenon of organisations as entities which learn – has featured in the main study of capacity, change and performance (see Morgan 2005).  One of this school’s central tenets is that reflection on organisational systems’ practical experience of attempting to achieve goals provides the best frame of reference for deciding ‘what works, what doesn’t, and why’ and therefore for future decision-making on optimal implementation strategies and planning. Therefore monitoring and evaluation of experience is key to systems thinking.

One of the advocates of systems thinking has recently argued for adoption of a systems approach in evaluation. Horstman (2004) acknowledges that this would require development professionals to develop deeper knowledge of the political and cultural landscape and the historical context in which they work. In turn this would require organisations to re-think their incentives and structures to ensure staff gain first hand and continuous exposure to primary stakeholders, and thus greater attention to developing relationships within and between organisations.

In order to illustrate the argument, she depicted an innovative formulative evaluation approach in a community development programme in the US.
 This was a four-year $4.5 million programme where CDCs are community-based organisations revitalising low-income communities, accountable to those communities. (See box below) 

Formative Evaluation using Systems Thinking Approaches 

The role of the evaluator  was included in the design of the project from inception. He was selected by the ‘NGO’ MCG not the ‘donor’ Ford Foundation. He adopted a formative evaluation approach: the evaluator’s frame of reference was not pre-determined goals, but was instead concerned with questions such as:

- How does the programme achieve its mission?

- How are participants’ concerns being addressed?

- What effects and activities are emerging, how and why?

- What are the implications for the programme of these effects?

- What does the programme look like from a variety of perspectives? 

The evaluator captured regularly information on what enabled effectiveness and what hindered it, through a variety of means including listening to the stories being told. This built trust between the evaluator and participants. 

Reports were produced after each visit and shared widely. Adjustments were made accordingly. Recipients were thus able to ‘co-create’ the initiative, and thereby to develop their own capacity for assessment. ‘Sense-making’ was done to meet recipients’ needs, not just MCG and the donor. This involved ‘collective thinking and mutual vulnerability’. No one knew how to do ‘it’ beforehand.

 Ongoing learning had enabled the success of the initiative. The donor, ‘NGO’ (MGC) and recipients were ‘learning partners working from a base of trust and trustworthiness. Ford Foundation as donor proved able and willing to employ the NGO (MGC) for its ability to learn collaboratively - not to be an ‘expert’.

Costs of the formative evaluation process were between 10% and 15% of the programme’s cost. Horstman opined that measurement of the value of the process should be in terms of what it saved rather than what it cost.

Another advocate of systems thinking (Wheatley 1999) has discussed the difference between a key systems concept – feedback – and a pillar of management by results and project framework approaches – measurement. She summarises the main points of comparison as:

	Feedback
	Measurement

	Context-dependent
	One size fits all

	Self-determined: system choose what to notice
	Imposed|: criteria established externally

	Information accepted from anywhere
	Information in fixed categories only

	System creates own meaning
	Meaning pre-determined

	Newness and surprise essential
	Prediction and routine valued

	Focus on adaptability and growth
	Focus on stability and control

	Meaning evolves
	Meaning remains static

	System co-adapts
	System adapts to the measures


She also argues that behaviour(s) and change are never produced by measurement: they are choices which people make. Instead, she sees the desirable behaviour of individuals in organisations - quality work with commitment, focus, teamwork and learning – as performance capabilities likely to emerge when people develop a shared sense of what they hope to create together, and as they operate in an environment where everyone feels welcome to contribute to that shared hope. She opines ’the longer we try to garner these behaviours through measurement and reward the more damage we do to the quality of our relationships, and the more we trivialize the meaning of work.’

In order to move towards measurement processes more likely to induce desired behaviours, (and thus resemble feedback) the following questions need to be addressed:

· Who creates the measure: (ideally those doing the work) 

· How will we measure our measures? (..in order to ensure their relevance and utility)

· Are they flexible enough? (Do they invite innovation and surprise)

· Will the measures generate information likely to increase capacities to develop? (What measures will inform us about the critical capacities: commitment, learning, teamwork quality and innovation?)

The thrust of the approach advocated by Wheatley is echoed in a recent review of approaches to assessing the impact of organisational capacity building (Hailey et al 2005). Systems thinking is seen as one of the innovative approaches adopted, as are others such as:

· Adopting a participative approach to identification of indicators AND to adopting self-assessment of performance and thus enhancing ownership of the process;
· Acknowledging that different stakeholders may have different understandings of ‘capacity building’ and the purpose of the impact assessment exercise;
· Demonstration of the contribution a given programme made to resultant changes, rather than specifying ‘attribution’;

· Greater awareness of the importance of inclusive and culturally-appropriate approaches and processes.

The authors explain the renewed stress on more qualitative approaches in broad acknowledgement of the limitations of quantitative data to explain – in an organisational context – why something occurred; the relationship – including power shifts - between components of an organisation or system, and the relative contribution of environmental changes.  The examples of qualitative approaches include reflective commentaries and story–telling such as the MSC and OM approaches described in Appendix 3.

Some recent work on evaluating capacity development lend support to the emerging pragmatic theses outlined in the examples above. ISNAR (2004) by Horton et al concludes
 that: 

· ‘capacity development cannot be delivered to ‘adopters’ or ‘users’ who play a passive role in the capacity development process. Instead, capacities develop within individuals and organisations through learning processes and the acquisition of new knowledge skills and attitudes. Therefore CD efforts are best judged through observing changes in the behaviour and performance of people and organisations, not though studies of the ‘impacts’ of external interventions.’ 

·  ‘M&E of organisational capacity development is of critical importance to ensuring that CD initiatives actually lead to increased performance.’ (p32)

· The case studies highlighted the importance of self-assessment approach to evaluating organisational CD. This was because staff and stakeholders ‘gain an in-depth understanding of what works well and why, and where improvements are needed’.
 However ‘no simple recipes or blueprints are suitable for evaluating the broad range of organisational capacity development efforts that take pace in different organisations’.(p84)

· ‘Work stories’ explored ‘how staff perceived their contribution to the (research) Institute’s core activities; if and how their work had changed over time; if and how their own capacities had evolved; and how these capacities related to the organisational capacity development efforts of the Institute’.

Boesen (2002-4) 
 also espouses a pragmatic approach to donor support of public sector capacity development. This review and recommended approach  summarises conditions when capacity improvements can be expected to take place, distilled from a range of earlier studies, and, conversely conditions under which capacity development in public sector organisations has proved difficult. Its conclusions were that:

· That the most important factor for CD to succeed is commitment to and leadership of change from top management;

· ‘CD must be a domestic affair in order for it to succeed’

· A focus on outcomes and impacts is unhelpful when dealing with CD in public sector organisations (because of problems of attribution and the strong un-controllable influences on organisations from the external environment).

· Excessive or naïve faith in Results- Based Management is misplaced.

· A more modest  - incremental - stance: focused on what actors’ efforts result in, is advocated. Favourable CD outcomes should lead to positive change in the outputs of the organisation (the latter become proxies for organisational capacity change). Both can and should be encompassed in assessing effectiveness of CD. 

· There are a range of donor practices which inhibit or constrain capacity development 

· Donors should listen more, and act as catalysts to stakeholders’ ownership of CD processes.

· It is important to think about CD in a holistic manner, due to the complexity and inter-dependence of factors shaping the environment in which organisations operate (and of functional inter-relationships within them).
 

· The implication is that donors should not demand a protracted up-front design process, but permit inputs to be modified rapidly.

APPENDIX 3

Examples Of Innovative Approaches To M&E 

Of Capacity Development

Action Aid’s Accountability, Learning and Planning System (ALPS) (See Owusu (2004) and Guijt (2004)

ALPS’s vision was more than a rethinking of an internal reporting system, to help operationalise what was then a new strategy ‘Fighting Poverty Together’. Instead its evaluator Irene Guijt saw it as ‘an organisational charter of values and procedures’ which was to guide its planning and accountability strategies, operational aspects, and attitudes and behaviours it expects of its staff.’ (Guijt 2004 p3). 

It replaced a reporting system, which was seen to be:

· Too upward-focused;

· Bureaucratic, centred on Action Aid’s (and donors’) internal information needs which included precise statement of Goals, Objectively Verifiable Indicators and ‘Output to Purpose Reviews’;

· Onerous: consuming excessive staff time (up to 3 months per year being spent on writing and re-writing reports) and in English, the second or third language of most staff concerned. 

· Perceived to be an important determinant of how staff performance would be evaluated.

· Producing reports which were never used operationally.

In response a (central) team from the Impact Assessment Unit – supported by members of the Participation Group in IDS Sussex - were tasked with formulating a new system, and even out – and reverse - power relations between levels. Relationships with primary stakeholders 

There were to be three ‘layers’ of ALPS:

1. Core requirements: involving strategies, three year rolling plans, annual internal and periodic external review processes, reports and appraisals;

2. Principles: accountability to poor people and partners; participation of poor people in planning and assessing the value of interventions; better analysis of gender and power; reduced burden of reporting, more learning and reflection; feedback loops and better management; better understanding of costs and impacts of interventions; fostering a culture of transparency. 

3. Organisational Culture (including mechanisms, attitudes and behaviours) including HR policies encouraging learning and 360 degree appraisal, and embedding ALPS in capacity building; critical reflection leading to innovation and adaptation; spontaneous communication; clear criteria for prioritising; learning agendas; identification of challenges and achievements.

Ultimately, in ALPS: 

· country teams were to be empowered to explore and devise with their own partners their own processes for monitoring and reporting 

· monitoring could use new media formats (including video, local languages, popular theatre), 

· Teams would base monitoring on participatory review and reflection processes at least annually with multiple stakeholders, 

· Action Aid team accountability to poor people was to be enhanced through (downward) transparency of operations (including budgets);

· opportunities for learning would be stressed, to improve the quality of its operations

· …while still providing essential information to donors.

As a result of the introduction of ALPS:

· Field-staff and local groups are reportedly more forthcoming and open about failures, difficulties and challenges; 

· More information – including financial information – is being disclosed from the centre to the field;

· This has enabled and stimulated informed debate on Action Aid activities and apparent priorities amongst beneficiaries

· (and its operational wing attracted praise from Government of Kenya as ‘on of the most transparent and honest CBOs’).

· Questions are being raised about the costs – to poor communities particularly – of participation in consultative review exercises such as ALPS….and whether such participation leads to local views being frankly articulated (given local vulnerability and insecurity) and to their actually being taken on board.

· There had been a marked increase in the number of staff with M&E and impact assessment responsibilities since the late 90s when virtually no-one was responsible for this function (now 18 full-time staff and 74 part-time champion the function)

However, the Guijt evaluation depicted still some way to go before ALPS could be considered ‘institutionalised’:

· Of the ‘layers’ above, the first was the most obvious ‘face’ of ALPS, but the core requirements do not define quality (accountability and learning) standards, and it was not possible to establish an overview of compliance with core requirements; 

· (central) support for ALPS implementation was inadequate (and there was too  much ‘wheel-reinvention’ going on);

· there was too little sharing of ALPS-related experience or clarification of terms and interpretations;

· there was imbalance in attention to various ‘principles’ (with gender and delegated decision-taking having less energy expended on them than accountability and transparency), and lack of clarity in interpreting them;   

· capacity building appeared to be ill-related to ALPS and too much content of courses was at the behest of hired training consultants;

· there have been no ALPS – type audits of HR or communication policies to bring them fully into line with the new system.

· There remains lack of clarity between ALPS and M&E. Quantitative monitoring processes ‘seem to have all but disappeared in some cases’, and the use of comparative data to inform ‘what works and why’ appears to be rare.

Most Significant Change (MSC) Technique (including practical examples of its application in Laos)

This technique – first developed in Bangladesh for evaluation of a complex  rural development programme – involves:

· MSC process managers identifying broad domains of change they think are important, and which should be evaluated. 

· Stories – brief descriptions of changes which observers deemed to be most important in the last reporting period - are periodically collected from key stakeholders (including field-staff, clients and beneficiaries). They are also asked to state why they thought the change was so important. 

· These stories are then analysed and filtered up the through the levels of authority managing the programme intervention being evaluated. Each level (in specially-formed committees) reviews stories emerging from levels below, and passes on the most significant story to the next level above. 

· Criteria used to select the most significant stories are recorded, and fed back to all stakeholders, so that successive rounds are informed by earlier selections and criteria. 

· After several rounds – perhaps annually – the MSC stories selected by the uppermost level in each domain are documented along with the reasons for their being chosen. 

· This document is sent to programme funders, with a request that they select those which most fully reflect the outcomes they wish to support financially, along with the reasons for their selection. 

· The written results are then fed back to all stakeholders. 

· Visits may be made to the sites of reported change events, in order to check accuracy of reporting, and to glean more information about particularly significant change events. 

Thus the primary purpose of the MSC technique is to facilitate improvement of the programme by focusing the direction of work towards explicitly valued directions and away from less-valued directions. The central aspect of the technique – in the view of the authors – is not the stories themselves, but the deliberations and dialogue surrounding the selection process.

Optional additional steps can include:

· Quantification: including quantitiative information at the time of MSC story collation, and by quantifying the xtent to which MSCs identified in one location have taken place elsewhere;

· Monitoring the operation of the MSC process itself: who participated, how different types of events were recorded, and what effects undertaking MSC have had on programme operation and its financial backing (see the ADRA Laos example below).

Thus characteristics of MSC include:

· A continuous search for significant programme outcomes

· Deliberation of the value of these outcomes

· It takes place over time

· Therefore it is responsive to the changing nature of the programme and its context

· Programme policy makers and funders are engaged in dialogue about the value of changes being introduced by the programme, and therefore its outcomes

· Considerable deliberation takes place on choice of criteria to select MSCs: the reasons for these choices are also documented. 

· Non-experts (story-writers) are engaged in evaluation

· Dialogue is based on real events and concrete outcomes, not abstract indicators.

· Experience of MSC indicates that people concerned relate to information better when in story format (storytelling being an ancient cross-cultural process of making sense out of routine experience, familiar to all). 

· It resembles aspects of the Critical Incident Technique (CIT); however a key distinction is that CIT focuses on variations from prescribed practice, and tends to generate negative information, whereas MSC searches for significant outcomes through an inductive process and generates usually positive information.

· It also resembles ‘Results Mapping (see below); however the latter involves coding by ‘experts’ in relation to a results ‘ladder’ and analysis of their contributions. 

In an assessment of MSC application in Laos,
 the conclusions were:

· Benefits gained were worth the time (mainly staff training and meetings) invested;

· Beneficiary participation in ADRA M&E increased as a result of its application. They reportedly felt more involved and informed.

· Staff engagement in monitoring changed from activity-progress reporting to a focus on what beneficiaries were doing, feeling and thinking. Participation of in-country and donor-country management staff in monitoring increased; 

· After initial difficulties in grasping MSC concepts, staff enjoyed participating in it, and were willing to work on MSC activities over weekends; 

· It tested research skills of field staff, and indirectly identified deficiencies therein which could be addressed in future;

· There had been a significant shift in the thinking of staff about development and their role after 6 months of MSC implementation;

· It appears to have contributed to organisational learning;

· It is a replicable model, but would have to be adapted for use in other contexts;

· The MSC was successfully developed and implemented
, but MSC was not designed to assess overall impact of ADRA. In order to do this, additional evaluation techniques should be used.

Outcome Mapping 

Outcome Mapping (OM) is based on Kibel’s ‘Outcome Engineering’ approach to assessing and reporting on development impacts. It characterises and assesses the contributions of development programmes to achievement of outcomes. It is applicable to monitoring as well as evaluation. It adopts a learning-based and use-driven approach incorporating participation, iterative learning, encouraging evaluative thinking from all programme team members.

It requires first that a project or programme team clarifies its vision of what anticipated improvements to which the programme will contribute; it then focuses M&E on factors and actors within its sphere of influence. Partners are identified, as are strategies for equipping them with tools techniques and resources to contribute to the development process. 

The central concept of Outcome Mapping is that development is brought about by changes in the behaviour of people (or organisations): termed ‘outcomes’ which are – through a process – ‘mapped’. These outcomes may enhance the possibility of development impacts, the relationship between them is not necessarily one of cause and effect. The desired changes (in behaviour) are not prescribed by the development programme. OM provides a framework and vocabulary for understanding changes, and assessing efforts aimed at contributing to them.

The full process has three stages: 

Intentional Design (when – in workshop setting - a vision and mission statement are prepared; partners and strategies for influencing them identified, and outcome challenges and progress markers (indicators of behavioural change) decided upon.

Outcome and performance monitoring Includes organisational practices as well as strategies and activities, with a view to indicating areas for performance improvement, and assessing the programme’s contribution to date. 

Evaluation planning shows how results will be evaluated.

In their paper at an OM experience-pooling workshop in Peru in October 2004 they summarised the differences as follows:

	RBM
	OM

	Emphasis on results: measurable changes, attributed to programme
	Emphasis on outcomes: changes in behaviours relationships or activities of people and organisations, to which the programme has contributed;

	Impact: determined by achievement of results (i.e. measurement of success) 
	Impact: determined by multiple causes, factors and actors (‘a lighthouse which guides action’).

	Programme tends to exclude itself from the system
	Programme: organisational unit with potential to be agent of change and subject to change.

	Planning: based on linear cause – effect relationships
	Intentional design: based on multiple logics, non-linear relationships, uncertainty, virtuous and vicious circles. 

	Monitoring and reports: focussed on improving programme performance and accountability, regarding achievement of results; resource use and risk management.
	Monitoring and Reports: focused on the project’s sphere of influence; oriented towards capacity development, learning, programme improvements and accountability. 

	Self evaluation: stimulate ownership by local institutions and improve decision-making.
	Systematised self-evaluation and group learning: tool for building awareness, empowerment and consensus  

	Evaluation: clarifying how the project causes change (attribution) and identifies lessons learned.
	Evaluation: focuses on clarifying how the programme facilitates change (i.e. its contribution) and in deepening understanding of areas of special interest.

	Incorporates gender equity
	Considers relationships and influences among partners.


Experience with OM since 2001 has been inventorised on several occasions. In April 2004, the Latin American IDRC partners’ experience was pooled, with the following conclusions:

· Projects have had difficulty in framing outcomes in behavioural terms (these can however be amended during implementation);

· There is a tendency to accumulate too much information from monitoring (all) partners;

· Researchers analyse ‘journals’ recording information from staff observations of partners, and conclude what changes have taken place (every 3 to 6 months or so).

· This provides an opportunity for staff to reflect on their work, and how and why change is taking place.

· There has been confusion about whether a ‘Boundary Partner’ (i.e. one whose behaviour is to be changed) can also be an ‘implementer’ (sometimes this is the case).

· The major issue so far has been the time commitment and resources needed for OM to be applied.   

_______________________

� The assistance of Peter Morgan and Tony Land who commented on earlier drafts of this paper is gratefully acknowledged, as is that of  Rob Mellors who commented on preliminary conclusions. 


� See Lavergne (2005) for a discussion of capacity as being the potential to perform, ‘for that potential to be translated into performance, requires commitment and motivation’.


� In the ENACT case ten years before partner organisations began to develop clear indications of enhanced capacity to take on environmental management issues. Measuring the performance of a facilitating organisation poses peculiar challenges in addition.


� There are of course exceptions: the initially-DFID supported District Support Programme in Zimbabwe in the 80s and 90s, and the Local Government Development Programme (UNCDF then Bank-supported) in Uganda attempted to, and in some measures succeeded in, creating these conditions. The present paper (footnote 10) notes that public financial management is another sector where it has been feasible to define performance required precisely. This facilitates precise definition of capacity needs.


� Lavergne (2005) notes in his paper to the Learning Network on Programme Based Approaches (LENPA) how discussion in that donor forum has touched upon the importance of demand for performance. He cites technocratic approaches to diagnostic work on capacity (by consultants) which gives too little attention to social and political dimensions of change, motivation, incentives, or to governance and accountability issues. He also notes not just a dearth of empirical work on ‘capacity’, but that this state of affairs also applies to ‘performance’. 


� See World Bank 2005b page3. The AROE used the term impact to refer to change in outcomes due to the intervention.


� See World Bank 2005a page5.


� See Mizrahi (2004) 


� See World Bank (2005a)


� One positive feature of recent experience in supporting public financial management was that the clear specification of performance indicators to be met helped the process of deciding on capacity needs, the design of appropriate strengthening programmes, and output indicators, which in turn assist in the process of M&E which is given prominence in the five measures suggested for improving this aspect of public sector capacity development. (p30).


� The 2004 OED report on results-based operations concluded that ‘Even well-designed M&E plans to support project appraisal documents are seldom implemented.’


� However, four new multi-sector CB projects (total value $200 million) address inter-and intra-Ministry CB issues in amore integrated fashion, and include joint needs assessments, links between HRD measures and overall civil service reform, and M&E systems development  


� See World Bank 2005b. The AROE adopts an assessment framework which is derived from the logical framework approach. The purpose of this particular report is to assess how results-oriented the Bank’s M&E systems are, and the extent to which they contribute to managing for results in the Bank. (emphasis not in the original text)


� Currently, there are 1,652 parallel PIUs in 34 countries according to World Bank survey analysis.


� Factors impeding capacity development were not amenable to rapid (external) influence or pressures for change: they included political instability and immaturity; history of (non-) devolution of power; discontinuity of incumbency of senior posts; absence of trust (of central and provincial governments towards each other and towards District governments); dubious integrity and objectivity of allocation of public resources; historically (colonially) entrenched public sector administrative manpower structures and rigid cadre systems.


� See particularly the tabulation on page 31.


� International Union for the Conservation of Nature


� Lavergne (2005) notes in his paper to the Learning Network on Programme Based Approaches (LENPA) how discussion in that donor forum has touched upon the importance of demand for performance. He cites technocratic approaches to diagnostic work on capacity (by consultants) which gives too little attention to social and political dimensions of change, motivation, incentives, or to governance and accountability issues. He also notes not just a dearth of empirical work on ‘capacity’, but that this state of affairs also applies to ‘performance’. 


� See Conyers (2005?) and (2005)


� Makerere University Innovation Centre, catering amongst others to the expanded demand for assistance from local authorities in Uganda now they have incentives and resources to boost their own capacities.


� Community Development Corporation / Arts development (CDC/ARI) initiative: funded by Ford Foundation and managed by the Manchester Craftsmen’s Guild. (MCG)


� On the basis of overview of the experience of developing the capacities of agricultural and natural resources’ R&D Centres based on six evaluations conducted between 2000 and 2002 


� It defined key capacities of R+D Centres as: personnel, infrastructure technology and financial resources; strategic leadership; programme and process management, and networking with other organisations and stakeholders. It further sub-defined these capacity areas into operational, and adaptive capacities.


� The study espoused ‘utilisation-focused evaluation’ (a phrase coined by Michael Quinn Patton in his 1997 book) to ensure results were actually taken on board by those responsible for considering them.


� This was a major review of literature and practices conducted for DANIDA over a two year period, to inform its policy development on capacity in developing countries and its enhancement, with a view to facilitating organisational change. In particular, the study provides an analytical framework for the evaluation of the impact of Danish capacity development assistance to public sector organisations in the context of sector programme support.


� The authors have since presented these thoughts in more detail as a ‘Results Oriented Approach to Change’ (ROACH) in a subsequent DANIDA paper in February 2005, after piloting of the CD evaluation methodology in Part 3 in Ghana. 


� The authors cite Unsworth (2004) who mentions examples of such catalytic actions: analysing country contexts as a starting point; connecting such analytical work with that of other partners; act long-term and strategically; provide joint learning opportunities between national and international partners, and in strengthening local research or policy-analysis institutions.  


� In his feasibility assessment of a ‘Public Sector Capacity Index’ Polidano (Measuring Public Sector Capacity IDPM Manchester mimeo undated) ethnic/regional fragmentation, civil society, political instability, economic crisis, and aid dependency were all defined as environmental influences on the three core public sector capacities: policy making; policy implementation, and operational efficiency.      


� Dart and Davies (2003) A Dialogical Story-Based Evaluation Tool: the Most Significant Change Technique in American Journal of Evaluation Vol 24 No 2 2003 by Jessica Dart and Rick Davies


Willetts (2004) Most Significant Change Pilot Project ISF (University of Technology, Sydney for ADRA, Laos June 2004 


� In the Adventist Development and Relief Agency (ADRA), applied to community health, rural water supply and  sanitation and health education projects.


� In terms of the goals set for MSC by management: increasing stakeholder participation in M&E of ADRA; developing field staff analytical skills; improving ADRA Laos ability to assess impact of projects, and how they interact with beneficiaries; to improve ADRA Laos project management.  


� Earl et al (2001) Outcome Mapping: The Challenges of Assessing Development Impacts: Building learning and reflection into development programmes Sarah Earl, Fred Carden, Terry Smutylo IDRC 2001


� Natalia Ortiz and Javier Pacheco A Comparison of Results Based Management (RBM) and Outcome Mapping (OM) 


� Raij (2004) Exchange of OM Experiences (mimeo) Helen Raij on April 2004 IDRC Workshop (via IDRC Evaluation Website)
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