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1. BACKGROUND

 study Belgian Office of Special Evaluator
↑importance evaluaƟon ↔ quality, usability and 
effective use 
DC: difficult settings, multiple stakeholders with 
diverging/competing interests, … 

 aim : “contribute to making all future actions evaluable in 
the not too long term” (initial), through the study process 
rephrased, broadened 
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2. ‘EVALUABILITY’ & USEFULNESS (1)
 no standardised definition

OECD/DAC definition (2002, p. 21)
“Evaluability is the extent to which an activity or a programme 
can be evaluated in a reliable and credible fashion”

 evaluability as a continuum
 evaluability ≠ inherent quality 
 differ according to the different OECD/DAC criteria
 theoretical evaluability ≠ pracƟcal evaluability
 evaluability ≠ evaluability assessment
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2. ‘EVALUABILITY’ & USEFULNESS (2) 

 usefulness evaluability assessment 
o ↑ value added of evaluation
o ↑ M&E system quality (~ formaƟve evaluaƟon)
o depends on intervention phase

 ex‐ante: ↑ quality of intervenƟon design
 start implementation: input into set‐up M&E system 
 during implementation & ex‐post: assess whether evaluation is 
appropriate & desirable & redesign evaluation
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3. METHODOLOGY (1)

Study framework (based on Davies, 2013)
othree dimensions, subdivided into 9 
components 
odifferentiation according to 5 
evaluation criteria 

→ 62 items 
oscoring based on 5 point‐scale

at item and component level
detailed grid 

ocalculation of indexes
‘relative’ interpretation 

ocomparative analysis
countries, complex/less 
complex ToC, types of actors



2.1Methodology ‐ Study framework 

Briefing evaluability study Rwanda8
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1.1 
Underlying
analysis

x x 1 = Analysis has not been performed/is lacking.
2 = Analysis is vague and lacks crucial information 
regarding the situation (context, needs, problems) of 
the beneficiaries.
3 = Analysis is clearly described but not comprehensive 
enough.
4 = Analysis is clearly described and comprehensive but 
it is inadequately linked to the project objectives.
5 = Analysis is clearly described and comprehensive and 
it supports the project objectives (neat matching 
between project objectives and analysis).



2.1 Methodology – Study framework

Sheet for data 
entry per DAC 
criterion



2.1 Methodology – Study framework

Sheet for 
calculation of index 
per DAC criterion



2.1 Methodology – Study framework

Summary of indexes per 
DAC criterion for each 
component of the study 
framework



3. METHODOLOGY (2)
 sample 

o 40 interventions co‐financed by Belgian DC
o 4 countries (Benin, DRC, Rwanda, Belgium)
o different intervention channels 
25% bilateral (country to country)
50% indirect (NGOs, trade unions)
25% other stakeholders (universities, BIO, VVOB/APEFE, …)

o complex (60%) versus less complex (40%) theory of change 
 initially sectoral division but did not hold, more refined 
classification based on document review
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3. METHODOLOGY (3)
 data collection and analysis

o secondary & primary data collection (4 days/intervention)
o field study 
 focus group discussions
 interviews key stakeholders (20 to 25 persons) 
 feedback at intervention level

o scoring by different team members + calibration 
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4. SELECTED FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS (1)
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4. SELECTED FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS (2)
 general findings 

o maximum score around 3.5, many in yellow zone → room 
for improvement

o dimensions: context > intervention design > implementation 
practice

o components:
 strongest: in context dimension (but needs to be nuanced!)
weakest: proposed M&E system + basic information regarding 
intervenƟon implementaƟon → room for improvement in areas 
most under control

o evaluation criteria:
 strongest: effecƟveness & efficiency ← good M&E pracƟce at 
implementation/operational level (incentives)

weakest : impact & sustainability ← methodological challenges, 
limited attention (incentives)
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4. SELECTED FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS (4)
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DIMENSION 1: INTERVENTION DESIGN

STRONGER WEAKER

Underlying analysis 
(7)

‐generally ok← continuity
in interventions

‐gender analysis & social differentiation
→ implications for later phases

Intervention logic 
and theory of 
change (8)

‐implementation theory
→ ↑ effectiveness & 
efficiency evaluability

‐impact theory
→ ↓ impact evaluability
→ difficult to correct for later 
← lack of incentives (internal & external)

Proposed M&E 
system (9)

‐weakest component in general
← lack of incentives 
← similar weaknesses as in analysis
→ implications for M&E in practice, but 
can sometimes be corrected for later  

Changes in 
intervention logic 
& ToC (4)

‐highlighted in documents ‐not transferred to M&E system 



4. SELECTED FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS (5)
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DIMENSION 2: IMPLEMENTATION PRACTICE

STRONGER  WEAKER

Basic information 
related to progress of 
intervention
implementation (11)

‐implementation level (inward
looking focus) → ↑ 
effectiveness, efficiency 
evaluability

‐gender & social differentiation
‐higher levels in ToC
‐external hypotheses
‐counterfactual

‐data collection process

M&E system in 
practice (12)

‐M&E practice > M&E on paper
‐implementation level → 
reflection & learning at 
organisational level

‐higher levels in ToC
‐monitoring > evaluation
(time, staff, institutional
arrangements)
‐inward looking

.limited role of stakeholders 

.articulation with local & 
national M&E systems
.focus on donor accountability



4. SELECTED FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS (6)
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DIMENSION 3: THE EVALUATION CONTEXT

STRONGER WEAKER

Attitude of key
stakeholders (9)

‐key stakeholders positive & 
open 

‐limited number of 
stakeholders involved
‐interests and
expectations of 
stakeholders not included
→ inward looking

Broader context (3) ‐few restrictions (at first sight), 
challenges easily solved
↔
o technical level > political

level ← inward looking
o social desirable answering ? 

(our study similarly affected
as evaluations) 
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4. SELECTED FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS (7)
 no significant differences of evaluability scores between 
intervention with less or more complex ToC

o slightly higher for more complex ToC← ? more investment of 
staff in proving results and value of interventions 
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5. SELECTED RECOMMENDATIONS
 integration of evaluability assessment by Belgian actors in 

different phases of interventions
o usefulness broader than evaluations as such

 invest in proper intervention design → ↑evaluability directly
and indirectly

o e.g. gender/social differentiation in analysis
o impact level in ToC

 increased attention for impact (theory) level 
o external (donor) incentives needed
o establishment of pooled fund for impact evaluations
o ↓ inward looking focus (more involvement of stakeholders, link 
to local M&E systems)
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Thank you

Nathalie Holvoet (nathalie.holvoet@uantwerpen.be)


