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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

There has been a growing need and interest in more rigorous evaluation techniques to help program 

designers, non-governmental organizations, donors, academics and recipient communities better understand 

what does and does not work, and why, in conflict and post-conflict scenarios. Until now, there has been a lack 

of integration between program design and evaluation when choosing methods to measure a project’s impact.  

The Learning Portal for Design, Monitoring and Evaluation for Peacebuilding (named hereafter as the Portal; 

dmeforpeace.org), is a virtual community dedicated to improving the practice of peacebuilding and its 

evaluation by addressing complex issues such as this.  Such a forum maximizes the potential for knowledge 

generation and dissemination, and strengthens efforts for more effective peacebuilding practice. 

This report, “Linking Program Design and Program Evaluation: A Challenging Task,” captures the findings of a 

meta-review of program evaluation reports conducted by American University’s Center for Peacebuilding and 

Development and Search for Common Ground. The review looked at a variety of program design elements 

and evaluation methodologies from a selection of evaluation reports from the Portal to examine what range 

of practices are being implemented, in both design and evaluation, and to identify where there are areas for 

growth for peacebuilding program design, monitoring, and evaluation. The program design elements under 

review included:  

• Goals, Objectives, Indicators, and Activities  

• Outputs and Outcomes 

• Achievements and Results  

• Theories of Change and Conflict Analyses  

The evaluation methodologies were examined through questions including: What was the goal of the 

evaluation? What were the objectives and the scope of work of the evaluator? What was the methodology of the 

evaluation to fulfill those requirements? Was there triangulation of data? Who was the intended audience of the 

evaluation? What were the qualifications of the evaluator?  

The lessons learned from the evaluation reports included in the review highlight trends in peacebuilding 

evaluation practice and areas of growth for the field.  Key findings include the lack of systematic description, 

discussion, and reference to the project design by evaluators; the lack of clarity and consideration of the 

theories of change behind each project and the failure of some evaluators to articulate them in the report or 

to discuss them in the context of the project being evaluated; and the lack of systematic examination of the 

conflict assessments and analysis of the project throughout its implementation and when it is being evaluated.  

Other findings show that in most cases the intended audience of these evaluations was donors and not the 

organization, its staff, or beneficiaries.  In addition, the reports rarely included any specific description or 

strategies in how to disseminate or utilize the report beyond its delivery. The reports also showed a frequent 

use of internal teams examining their own projects without input from external evaluators.   

Although this meta-review examined only a small number of evaluations from the Portal, the answers to the 

questions posed are noteworthy. One hopes that the findings in this report stimulate discussion, assist 

evaluators and evaluation commissioners in their examination of peacebuilding evaluations, and encourage 

more extensive studies of the evaluation reports displayed on the Portal and other evaluation databases.   
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INTRODUCTION 
“No matter how rigorous the methods of data collection, design, and reporting are in evaluation, if it does not get 

used it is a bad evaluation.” -Michael Quinn Patton1 

In December 2011, Search for Common Ground (SFCG), the Center for Peacebuilding & Development at 

American University’s School of International Service (CPD), U.K. Department for International Development 

(DFID) and the United States Institute of Peace (USIP) launched the Learning Portal for Design, Monitoring and 

Evaluation (DM&E) for Peacebuilding (dmeforpeace.org). The Portal is an interactive space designed to enrich 

the value and the quality of the DM&E work in the sector, from the conceptual level down to day-to-day 

practices in the field.  Building on SFCG and CPD’s deep commitments to the peacebuilding field, the Portal 

contributes to the development of appropriate tools that will capture efficacy of peacebuilding projects and 

share best practices in DM&E.  

A fundamental element of the Portal is the collection and sharing of evaluation reports from numerous 

peacebuilding projects around the world. With over 63 evaluations shared on the Portal to date, from 

leading peacebuilding organizations such as Mercy Corps, Catholic Relief Services, and Care International, 

the Portal partnered with the Center for Peacebuilding and Development to conduct a pilot meta-review of 

the evaluation reports in an effort to ensure that the evaluation reports shared on the Portal get used to 

strengthen the rigor of evaluation reports and the effectiveness of peacebuilding programs worldwide. The 

meta-review looks at a variety of program design elements and evaluation methodologies from a selection of 

evaluation reports from the Portal in an effort to see what range of practices are being implemented and to 

identify where there are areas for growth in the field of peacebuilding evaluation.  

Although this meta-review examines only a small number of evaluations from the Portal, the answers to the 

questions posed are noteworthy. Search for Common Ground and the Center for Peacebuilding & 

Development hope that the findings in this report stimulate discussion and assist evaluators and evaluation 

commissioners in their examination of the nature and type of peacebuilding evaluations. The findings will also 

nurture capacity for evaluators and evaluation commissioners to produce high quality evaluation reports with 

increased utilization. The report also intends to provide an opportunity for peacebuilding practitioners and 

evaluators to take into consideration the close links between the program design and the various 

methodological aspects of an evaluation. Thus, the analysis in this report emphasizes the nature of the 

program designs as they are being evaluated in each case. As mentioned earlier, this is a pilot project based 

on a small number of cases intended to encourage others in the future to carry on more extensive studies and 

research based on the range of cases displayed on the Portal and other evaluation databases.   

 

 
 

 

 

 

                                                
1
 Patton, Michael Quinn, Utilization-Focused Evaluation in Africa: Evaluation training lectures delivered to the Inaugural Conference of the 

African Evaluation Conference of the African Evaluation Association, 13-17 September 2009, 20. 
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METHODOLOGY 

This report presents the findings from a thematic, meta-review of ten project evaluation reports from four 

peacebuilding organizations working in Africa. The meta-review looked at the elements of project design and 

methods of evaluation included in the evaluation reports to assist evaluation commissioners and evaluators in 

organizing and presenting data and evidence in a manner conducive to use.  It also sought to glean trends, 

gaps, and key questions for further work related to the improvement of the design, monitoring, and evaluation 

of peacebuilding projects.   

methodology draws on established best practices in the fields of peacebuilding and conflict transformation 

design, such as the use of: conflict and context analyses, SMART standards, indicators (impact/performance), 

and explicit theories of change, just to name a few.  It also draws on standards and best practices in 

evaluation as laid out by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development – Development 

Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC)2 and American Evaluation Association (AEA)3.   

The intended audience of this evaluation report is monitoring and evaluation specialists, evaluation 

commissioners, and evaluators.  The secondary audience is practitioners, students, and scholars interested in 

learning lessons in peacebuilding effectiveness.   

Evaluation Selection Criteria  

In order to select the evaluation cases included in this meta-review, the existing evaluations on the Portal were 

reviewed and narrowed down based on the following criteria: 

 Year Completed (only evaluations completed since 2010 were considered) 

 Region 

 Conflict Stage (preventative, active, post) 

The final selection was made to include ten evaluations of projects conducted in active conflicts in Africa. The 

common context and geographic region is intended to allow for more in-depth comparison of data. However, 

the thematic focus of the evaluations was not restricted or narrowed down beyond this focus. The selection of 

intervention cases from conflict areas that range between preventive conflict dynamics and post-violence or 

post-peace agreement is also intended to provide a mixture of evaluative purposes, methods and tools in a 

variety of contexts.  Future reviews might choose to select other criteria in determining the cases depending on 

their research objectives.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
2
 See, Evaluating Peacebuilding Activities in Settings of Conflict and Fragility: Improving Learning for Results, OECD-DAC, 2012, 

http://dmeforpeace.org/learn/evaluating-peacebuilding-activities-settings-conflict-and-fragility-improving-learning-results.  
3
 See, The Program Evaluation Standards: Summary Form, American Evaluation Association, 

http://www.eval.org/evaluationdocuments/progeval.html.  

http://dmeforpeace.org/learn/evaluating-peacebuilding-activities-settings-conflict-and-fragility-improving-learning-results
http://www.eval.org/evaluationdocuments/progeval.html
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Project Evaluations  

Title Organization 

1. Final Evaluation of CARE Netherlands 'Don't Exclude Me' Programme (Don’t Exclude 
Me) 

CARE  

2. Building Bridges to Peace, Uganda: Final Evaluation Report (Building Bridges)  Mercy Corps  

3. Evaluation and Assessment of Poverty and Conflict Interventions: Uganda Case 
Study (EAPCI Uganda)  

Mercy Corps  

4. Kolwezi Economic Development and Transition Strategy: Final Report (Kolwezi)  Pact  

5. Three Areas Peace Fund, Sudan: Mid-Term Evaluation Final Report  
(Three Areas Peace)  

Pact  

6. Final Evaluation "Supporting Trading For Peace in The Great Lakes"  
(Trading for Peace)  

Search for Common 

Ground (SFCG) 

7. Informing Refugees and Returnees on Gender Based Violence (GBV)  Search for Common 

Ground (SFCG) 

8. KESHO NI SIKU MPYA - LOBI MOKOLO YA SIKA: Evaluation and Key Findings 
(Kesho)  

Search for Common 

Ground (SFCG) 

9. Peace Maybe: Joint Evaluation of Conflict Prevention and Peace Building in the 
DRC (Peace Maybe)  

Search for Common 

Ground (SFCG) 

10. Vrai Djo  Search for Common 

Ground (SFCG) 

Process 

The following section captures the process of constructing the review of the selected evaluation reports. It 

documents the basic steps taken by our assessors to utilize the reports presented on the Portal. This pilot 

process of reviewing multiple reports from the Portal is part of a broader goal of promoting learning through 

evaluation. This methodology and process is certainly subject to improvement and modification in future 

reviews.  

Professor Mohammed Abu-Nimer led the meta-review process and oversaw a team of five graduate and 

post-graduate students (hereafter referred to as ‘assessors’) who worked out of the Center for Peacebuilding 

and Development at American University’s School of International Service to review two dimensions of the 

evaluation reports: 

1. The inclusion and presentation of project design elements (goals, objectives, theories of change, 

conflict analysis, indicators, outputs and outcomes) in the evaluation report  

2. Evaluation methodology and evaluation findings 

The assessors are current or former graduate students at the School of International Service at the American 

University. They were selected based on previous experience in DM&E, areas of concentration in their studies 

and region of interest. 

Each evaluation report was reviewed by two assessors in order to verify the data and to test whether the 

proposed review criteria were clear and comprehensible. Projects were assigned in such a way that there was 

at least two reviewers per report to ensure consistency and reliability in findings. Initially the assessors were 
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asked not to collaborate in order to test their individual judgment and classification. The assessors were given 

six weeks to process the evaluations and return their results. After the data was processed, some discrepancies 

in the findings were found. The evaluations were returned and the assessors were asked to work with the 

other person who reviewed the same report to find consensus on the assessment of the evaluations.  

Once the second round of assessments was returned, the production team reassessed the results. It was found 

that there was confusion on the definition of certain elements of the meta-review including: Indicators, 

Outcomes, Outputs and Theory of Change. Additionally, the assessors were asked to determine whether 

Goals, Objectives, and Indicators were measurable using the Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant, 

Time-bound (SMART) standard.  The discrepancies in this area suggest that either 1) there is question as to 

whether these components of the program design should be measured for quality and; 2) whether the SMART 

standard is the best measurement to assess the quality of the aforementioned project design elements. 

This report, “Linking Program Design and Program Evaluation: A Challenging Task” presents the summary data 

and then provides discussion and analysis that reflects upon the findings and encourages further exploration 

of how program evaluations treat program design.    

The following limitations should be taken into consideration when reading this report:  

 The evaluation reports were not designed according to the same template or by the same agency, so 

some criteria do not apply to all the evaluations. Furthermore, the purpose and intended audience of 

each evaluation report varied, and therefore not all of the review criteria were relevant to each 

report.  

 The organizations that supplied the evaluations to the Portal did not provide additional documentation 

about the project history, design, or the context of the project that was evaluated other than what was 

included in the evaluation report. Due to this lack of additional information about the projects, the 

reviewers found themselves unable to complete some of the questions regarding the project design.  

Analytical Framework: Criteria for Assessment 

The production team generated a set of criteria to analyze the ten evaluation cases.  The criteria are divided 

into two sets, Project Design Assessment and Evaluation Assessment. The criteria were developed based on 

existing best practices in project design and evaluation, drawing on literature from the fields of 

peacebuilding, conflict transformation, and evaluation.   

The construction of these criteria aimed to provide answers to the primary research objectives that underline 

the meta-review.  Some of these include: 

 Identifying basic gaps that exist in conducting peacebuilding evaluation 

 Documenting possible linkages between program designs and evaluation designs 

 Illustrating the need to conduct further research utilizing existing accessible evaluation reports that 

many organizations are willing to share with the general public. 
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Project Design Assessment 

I. Original Project Reference:  

a. Is the original project design referenced in the evaluation report? 

b. Are these individual elements of project design referenced in the evaluation? 

i. Goals 

ii. Objectives 

iii. Indicators 

iv. Activities 

v. Theories of Change 

vi. Conflict Analysis 

II. Goals and Objectives:  

a. Do the goals and objectives describe the ABCDE’s? 

i. Audience  

ii. Behavior  

iii. Condition  

iv. Degree  

v. Evidence  

III. Indicators:   

a. What kinds of performance indicators are used in the project design? 

i. Attendees & Participants  

ii. Participants Trained 

iii. Events Held 

iv. Economic Indicators  

v. Structures and Institution 

vi. Media Coverage and Content  

b. What kinds of impact indicators are used in the project design? 

i. Changes in attitude   

ii. Changes in behavior 

iii. Skills and Capacity  

IV. Achievement and Results: 

a. What kinds of performance achievement and results are used in the project design? 

i. Attendees & Participants  

ii. Participants Trained 

iii. Events Held 

iv. Economic Indicators  

v. Structures and Institutions 

vi. Media Coverage and Content  

b. What kinds of impact achievement and results are used in the project design? 

i. Changes in attitude   

ii. Changes in behavior 

iii. Skills and Capacity 
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V. Outputs and Outcomes 

a. Does the project design differentiate between outputs and outcomes? 

b. Does the program list the desired outputs and outcomes? If so, 

i. Are they listed explicitly or implicitly? 

ii. Can the SMART standards be applied to the outputs?  

VI. Theory of Change (TOC):  

a. Is a TOC present? 

b. How is it described in the project design? 

VII. Conflict Analysis 

a. Was there a conflict analysis conducted? If yes, 

i. Does the analysis explicitly differentiate the conflict from the context? 

ii. Was it internal or external to the aid organization?  (Were the designers of the 

program assessing the situation or did they reference other external sources of 

information?) 

b. Was the conflict analysis conducted by people who are part of the conflict community 

or external to the conflict? (Is the organization part of the local community or 

international?) 

VIII. Baseline Data 

a. Did the project include or refer to a baseline study to assess the need for the project? 

b. If there is a baseline study, what were the types and methods of data collection?  (Desk 

review, interviews, data analysis, etc.) 

 

 

Evaluation Assessment 

I. Evaluation Methodology 

a. What was the goal of the evaluation? 

b. What were the objectives and the scope of work of the evaluator?  

c. What was the methodology of the evaluation to fulfill those requirements?  

d. Was there triangulation of data?  

e. What was the intended audience of the evaluation?  

II. The Evaluator 

a. Who conducted the evaluation? 

b. Was the evaluator internal or external to the organization running the program? 

c. What was the evaluator’s level of training/expertise?  

III. Does the report state whether the evaluator had prior experience in conducting 

peacebuilding evaluations?  
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IV.         Evaluation’s Project design assessment 

       a.  Did the evaluators explicitly assess these individual aspects of the project design? 

i. Goals 

ii. Objectives  

iii. Indicators 

iv. Individual Activities 

v. Outputs 

vi. Outcomes 

b. Did the evaluator make any explicit references to the linkages between the above 

mentioned in the project design? 

c. Did the evaluator establish their own criteria to measure the success of the program or 

did they base their evaluation on the indicators that the program designers established? 

IV. Theories of Change 

a. Did the evaluator make any explicit statement regarding the Theory of Change? 

b. Did the evaluator state any linkage between the Theory of Change and the project 

design? 

V. Conflict Analysis 

a. Did the evaluation mention the conflict analysis? 

b. If so, did it assess the relevance of the analysis to the project design? 

VI. Outputs 

a. Did the evaluation critique of the outputs of the program? 

b. For the overall program, did the evaluator critique whether the outputs were achieved? 

c. Overall did the evaluator describe the project success as a Success, Partial Success or 

Failure? 

VII. Baseline Data 

a. Did the evaluator compare the summative data to the baseline data? 

VIII. Lessons Learned 

a. Did the evaluation provide lessons learned? 

b. Did the evaluation provide recommendations? 

c. What level were the recommendations geared toward? 

i. Project Organization/Agency 

ii. This project’s designers 

iii. Policy makers 

iv. Donors 

v. Peacebuilding Community 

vi. Peer Organizations/Other project designers 
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Assessment Criteria Standards & Definitions  

ABCDE Standard for Goals and Objectives  

Audience – affected population (level of society: individual, community, institutional, national, and 

international) 

Behavior – knowledge, attitude or skill the program hopes to change 

Condition – date of completion, type of program, etc. 

Degree – percent or number of change (often in indicators for objectives) 

Evidence – source of verification (surveys, interviews, focus groups, etc.) 4 

 

Indicator, Achievement, and Result Categories  

Performance:  

Attendees & Participants (numbered goal) 

Participants Trained 

Events Held 

Economic Indicators (i.e. desired microloans or grants to be dispersed) 

Structures and Institutions (i.e. number of desired schools, number of governance committees formed, etc. 

Media Coverage and Content (i.e. desired number of radio or television programs)  

Impact:  

Changes in attitude 

Changes in behavior 

Skills and Capacity (increase)5 

 

SMART Standard 

Specific – “describes specific intended result” 

Measurable – “can be measured quantitatively or qualitatively” 

Attainable – “it is possible to reach this indicator” 

Relevant – “reliable, valid,” which may require triangulation of data to contrast with different sources of data 

for the whole picture. 

Time-bound – “data collection done in a timely fashion for interim and end-point use” 6 

 

 

                                                
4
 Heinrich, R., Molenda, M., Russell, J.D., Smaldino, S.E. (1996). Instructional Media and Technologies for Learning. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 

Merrill.   
Carolyne Ashton and Helfft. (2012). “Monitoring and Evaluation Training: Goals and Objectives.” American University – Peacebuilding and 
Development Institute: Summer Professional Training Program – May 18-20, 2012. 
5
 Woman’s Empowerment Demonstration Project: An activity of the USIP-AfP Peacebuilding Evaluation Project. 

6
 DAC Guidelines and Reference Series. “Quality Standards for Development Evaluation.” Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 

Development. Page 10. 
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Output:  “Considers the immediate, often-tangible results of the activities undertaken.  It tallies the number of 

‘things’ that have been produced by the project’s work thus far.”7   

Outcome:  “Explores the changes that result from the project’s activities.  These changes include shifts in 

processes as well as the unintended positive and negative effects.”8   

Theory of Change (TOC): a description of the relationships between the program and expected outcomes.  It 

is a description of “how and why change occurs,” for example, “If we do X, then we can expect to get Y.”  

The TOC usually refers to the goal, although it may relate to any level of the evaluation or program.9   

Conflict Analysis: conflict analyses provide a “systematic study of the profile, causes, actors, and dynamics of 

conflict.”10  They are a tool for organizations to understand the conflict in which their programs are working 

and the role of their organizations in that conflict.  

Conflict vs. Context:  A context analysis seeks a broad understanding of the entire political, economic 

and social (historical, environmental, etc.) scene. A conflict analysis is more narrowly focused on the 

specific elements of that broader picture that may cause, trigger or propel conflict. Conflict analysis 

may include a range of political, economic, social, historical and other factors, but it focuses on the 

ones that directly influence the shape and dynamics of the conflict.”11 

 

Elements of a Conflict Analysis: 

 Key Driving Factors (both issues and people) – Key driving factors are factors without which the 

conflict would not exist or would be significantly different. 

 Relationships among factors – How do the factors interact and affect each other? How are the 

actors and factors related? 

 What needs to be stopped? – The most effective programs ask what factors (actors, issues, 

motives, resources, dynamics, attitudes, behaviors) maintain or reinforce the conflict system, who 

would resist movement towards peace, and why.  

 Who are “key” actors?  People or groups who have significant influence on the conflict dynamics, 

able to decide or strongly influence decisions for or against peace, and/or are able to “spoil” or 

undermine peace. 

 What are the international or regional dimensions? How do the policies and actions of forces 

outside the immediate local context (village, province, nation) affect the conflict, how these factors 

might be addressed, what kinds of local-international cooperation are needed to handle these 

external issues? 

 What has already been tried, with what result? Has the proposed programming approach been 

tried in this conflict before and with what outcomes?12 

 
                                                
7
 Cheyanne Church and Mark M. Rogers.  “Designing for Results: Integrating Monitoring and Evaluation in Conflict Transformation 

Programs.”  Search for Common Ground.  Page 103. 
8
 Ibid. 

9
 Monitoring and Evaluation Skills Institute with Carolyne Ashton and Jerome Helfft.  May 18-20, 2012, American University School of 

International Service Peacebuilding & Development Institute. 
10

 Safer World (2004).  “Conflict Analysis.” Conflict-Sensitive Approaches to Development, Humanitarian Assistance and Peacebuilding: A 
Resource Pack. 
11

 Reflecting on Peace Practice – Participant Training Manual. CDA Collaborative Learning Projects. Cambridge, MA. 2009. pp. 4-5. 
12

Ibid.  
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FINDINGS 

Project Design Assessment 

PROJECT DESIGN 
 

Table 1: Original Project Reference Yes Not At All Partially 

The original project design is referenced in the 

evaluation report  

7 0 3 

Individual elements referenced in the evaluation 

report 

   

     Goals 7 1 2 

     Objectives 8 0 2 

     Indicators 2 5 3 

     Activities 6 1 3 

     Theories of Change 4 4 2 

     Conflict Analysis 2 5 3 

 

Of the seven projects that were categorized as having individual project design elements referenced in the 

evaluation report,  three of the evaluators noted that the original project design was referred to in multiple 

places throughout the report, while three referred to it in specific, labeled sections. In the projects listed 

“Partially,” the original project design was either not referenced specifically, was a general description 

throughout the report, or was mentioned in a separate executive summary or annex. One of the projects, 

Peace Maybe, was a meta-evaluation of close to fifty projects where individual project objectives are 

referred to, but they are not listed for all 51 projects. 

Goals - Of the nine projects where Goals were referenced either fully or partially four stated it was 

explicit and specifically labeled “Goals.” Three evaluation reports stated it was implicit, broadly 

stated or partially stated. One assessor noted that Goals were listed implicitly throughout the report 

but that more information about the program goals and objectives are provided in an annex at the 

end of report (Don’t Exclude Me).  

Objectives - All ten of the evaluation reports reference Objectives either fully or partially. Assessors 

noted that six of these projects list them explicitly while two list them implicitly. 

Indicators – The majority of the evaluation reports (five) did not specifically reference Indicators. 

However, of the five that listed them as fully or partially referenced, two projects listed them 

explicitly and three listed them implicitly. 

Activities – The activities were referenced in nine out of the ten projects. Of the nine, assessors noted 

that six projects listed them explicitly, including “training of influential community leaders, […] 

dialogues and trust-building exercised [and] quarterly government and civil society consultations to 
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improve institutional support for local peacebuilding efforts” (Building Bridges 9) while one listed them 

implicitly under the indicators (Don’t Exclude Me). 

Theories of Change – The guiding theory or theories of change for the projects assessed were 

referenced fully or partially in six of the reports, but none were listed explicitly or referenced 

specifically as a Theory of Change. Additionally, on three of the projects, there was disagreement 

between the two evaluators as to whether the Theory of Change was listed “Partially” or “Not at All.” 

(Trading for Peace, Peace Maybe, and Kolwezi). This implies one or more of several potential 

conclusions: that the definition of Theory of Change is either unclear to our assessors and needs to be 

defined further, it may not have been explicitly used as part of the project design process, or it may 

not have been included as part of the evaluation scope.  Due to the limitations of this review, namely 

that the review only includes information contained in the evaluation reports, it is not possible to reach 

a definitive conclusion in this matter.  

Conflict Analysis – Half of the evaluation reports (five) did not mention a conflict analysis at all and 

of those that did, one project only analyzed one aspect of the conflict that was specifically targeted 

(gender-based violence) and included a background of sexual violence within the Democratic 

Republic of the Congo (GBV). Also, on one of the projects it was not clear to our assessors whether the 

conflict analysis was conducted by the project evaluators or whether it was taken from the original 

project design. Nevertheless, it is clear that the inclusion of clear reference and utilization of a conflict 

analysis framework in the evaluation reports was missing among half of the reports. 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
 

Table 2: Goals and Objectives Yes No N/A 

ABCDE Standard in Goals and Objectives      

Audience-Affected Population     

      Individual  7 2 1 

     Community  8 1 1 

     Institutional  2 7 1 

     National 3 6 1 

     International  2 7 1 

Behavior- Knowledge, Attitude or Skills the Program 

hopes to change  

9 0 1 

Condition – Date of Completion, Type of Program, etc.  5 4 1 

Degree- Percent or Number of Change  3 6 1 

Evidence- Source of Verification  3 6 1 

 

 



15 

 

Audience – Affected Population (Individual, Community, Institutional, National, International) 

Of the ten projects, a majority of them indicate the affected population as Individual or Community – seven 

and eight respectively. One assessor noted that the goal explicitly states the affected area to be in and 

around northern Karamoja at the community and individual level (Building Bridges).  An Institutional audience 

is only identified in two projects and in one of these the evaluator noted that different components of each 

program targeted different portions of the population and therefore, the assessor was obligated to include 

all levels (Don’t Exclude Me). A National audience was identified in three projects, and an International 

audience was indicated in two projects, one where regional impact was a goal (Trading for Peace).  

Behavior – Knowledge, Attitude or Skills the Program Hopes to Change 

Behavior was described in the goals and objectives in nine of the ten projects. Some examples of goals of 

behavioral change cited are improved cooperation, decrease in conflict, intergroup trust and reconciliation 

(Building Bridges) and to, “sensitize the population of western DRC to the need to change behavior towards 

women, and to shape male attitudes so that they are more respectful and positive towards women” (Vrai Djo 

1). The one project where this was classified as not applicable was a meta-evaluation and in some cases, the 

authors noted that the primary objective of the projects was not to change attitudes or promote change. 

However, the assessor noted that the 51 projects that were part of the meta-evaluation were categorized by 

the following themes: sexual violence and humanitarian assistance; justice; security reform and demobilization; 

mining and regional aspects; and capacity building (Peace Maybe). 

Condition – Date of Completion, Type of Program, etc. 

Of the ten project evaluations, five identified condition in the goals and objectives, while four did not. Of the 

five, date of completion was clearly stated on several. For example, one project put the date of completion 

on the cover page, “for the period covering the 1st of May to the 20th of June, 2011” (Vrai Djo). On others, 

the timeline was not a specific date but rather tied to a particular event or component such as a peace 

agreement (Three Areas Peace). The meta-evaluation, Peace Maybe, attached an appendix that contained a 

list of the 51 sample projects, with funder name, date, location and budget. 

Degree – Percent or Number of Change 

Only three of the ten project evaluations identified a degree of change in the goals and objectives, while six 

did not. In one project each indicator for the objectives and sub-objectives is tracking either a number or 

percentage (Trading for Peace). However, several assessors noted that degree of change was mentioned in 

sections other than in the project goals and objectives. For example in one project, specific numbers and 

results are listed under the evaluation section, not under the original project design (Don’t Exclude Me). It is 

therefore unclear whether these figures were created in the original project design or by the evaluators.  

Evidence – Source of Verification  

Similar to Degree, only three of the project evaluations noted Evidence in the Project Design section. However, 

there were several projects where evidence was listed elsewhere in the evaluation (Building Bridges and 

GBV). 
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INDICATORS  
  

Indicators Yes No 

Performance    

Attendees &  Participants 4 6 

Participants Trained 3 7 

Events Held 4 6 

Economic Indicators  1 9 

Structures and Institutions 3 7 

Media Coverage and Content  3 7 

Impact   

Changes in Attitude  5 5 

Changes in Behavior 4 6 

Skills and Capacity  2 8 

 

Performance Indicators 

Attendees & Participants – Four projects used Attendees & Participants as an indicator while six did 

not. Of those that did, one assessor noted performance indicators such as attendance of trainings and 

events held are included in the description of indicators and results but not in every case (Don’t 

Exclude Me). For one project that did not have this indicator, the assessor noted that indicators shown 

in the final evaluation do not track attendees and participants but that this information was reported 

in mid-term reporting (Trading for Peace). 

Participants Trained – Only three of the ten project evaluations used Participants Trained as an 

indicator. For example, one project tracked the number of journalists trained (Trading for Peace). 

Events Held – Four of the ten evaluations used Events Held as an indicator. Some of them were more 

explicit than others. One report stated that Events Held was a key indicator, while others were less 

explicit. For one project, our assessor said the indicators were not mentioned in the report, but judging 

from the content, ‘economic and peacebuilding activities’ among communities, Events Held was one of 

the project indicators (EAPCI Uganda). 

Economic Indicators – Only one evaluation used Economic Indicators (socioeconomic), which was 

improved livelihood for targeted households (Don’t Exclude Me). 

Structures and Institutions (i.e. number of desired schools, number of governance committees 

formed, etc) – Three of the ten project evaluations used Structures and Institutions. One assessor 

quoted, the indicator is “a comprehensive, long-term plan for artisanal mining activity in Kolwezi" that 

deepens "the interaction between artisanal miners and large-scale mining operations in the area." 



17 

 

(Kolwezi 2). However, it could be argued that this is an Economic Indicator rather than a Structures 

and Institutions indicator. 

Media Coverage and Content – Three of the ten project evaluations used Media Coverage and 

Content as an indicator and were explicitly listed. For example, one project listed 40 radio programs 

targeting adolescent youth under Objectives in an annex (GBV) and “1) TV station and broadcast, 2) 

public screenings in Dongo, 3) feedback workshop and discussions with communication experts, 4) 

analysis of listener feedback, and 5) analysis of Internet presence” (Vrai Djo 2). The use of media 

content can be an indicator for an objective of the project design that aims to affect the wider public 

option or target change on macro societal level. Thus a number of the project designs as captured by 

the evaluation reports did not aim for such change and this indicator was not detected or captured.  

Impact Indicators 

Changes in Attitude – Half of the project evaluations used Changes in Attitude as an indicator. 

Again, some of these were explicit while others were not as obvious. For example, one project tracked 

changes in knowledge (GBV), while another listed “# of traders participating in a project who report 

an improvement in their relationships with other traders and customs officials" and "% increase in 

traders’ positive perceptions of their relationship with other traders and customs officials” (Trading for 

Peace 19). One of the projects that listed them less explicitly said that though project indicators were 

not explicitly listed, from the discussion of baseline, mid-term and final evaluation surveys, it is clear 

the questions asked measured changes in attitudes and behaviors (Building Bridges). 

Changes in Behavior – Four of the ten project evaluations identified Changes in Behavior as an 

indicator. For example one project listed indicators in the Performance Management Plan (PMP) that 

measured changes in behavior including a percentage increase of traders surveyed who reported 

having interacted constructively with a customs agent, or vice versa (Trading for Peace). In one of the 

projects, changes in attitude and behavior towards women by men are in the objectives, so in this 

sense it exists in the project design (Vrai Djo). 

Skills and Capacity – Only two of the ten evaluations had identifiable indicators listed as Skills and 

Capacity. One was explicit and listed number of marginalized people who participate in savings and 

credit schemes and local non-government organizations (LNGOs) and community-based organizations 

(CBOs) that have improved the ability to take initiatives to consolidate peace (Don’t Exclude Me). 

Another assessor identified the Skills and Capacity indicator as the same indicator as Changes in 

Attitude. This was due to the fact that the indicator was an increase in knowledge and could be 

classified as both (GBV). 
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ACHIEVEMENTS AND RESULTS 
 

Table 4: Achievements and Results  Yes No 

Performance   

Attendees and Participants 6 4 

Participants Trained  5 5 

Events Held 4 6 

Economic Indicators 2 8 

Structures and Institution 3 7 

Media Coverage and Content 2 8 

Impact   

Changes in Attitude 8 2 

Changes in Behavior 8 2 

Skills and Capacity 7 3 

 

Performance Achievements 

Attendees & Participants (numbered goal) – Of the ten evaluations, six used a numerical goal for 

attendees or participants. In one of the projects, the evaluation measured the extent to which the survey 

sample had participated in the programs (Trading for Peace) while another considered participants to be 

partner organizations/local partners and listed a specific number of partners that participated (Three 

Areas Peace). 

 

Participants Trained – Half of the evaluations used participants trained to measure their achievements. In 

the Trading for Peace project, one of the outcomes was journalists trained (Trading for Peace) while 

another project specifically noted “168 sensitization activities, raising awareness among a total of 30,414 

participants” (Kesho 8) and “24 joint [military-civilian] activities were organized by the Committees 

supported by SFCG and its local partners, bringing together approximately 10,000 participants, both 

civilians and the military” (22). 

 

Events Held – Only four of the projects used Events Held as an indicator of achievements. Some of these 

were somewhat vague and discussed how the project increased the ability to hold networking events but 

in one, while there was a section labeled, “Enabling Conditions Barometer and Networking Events,” there 

was no specific number of these events provided (Three Areas Peace 32). Others, such as the programs 

noted above in Participants Trained by SFCG’s Kesho Ni Siku Mpya project included, “a total of 118 

monitoring and follow-up activities […] organized by SFCG and its partners” (25). 

 

Economic Indicators – Of the ten evaluations, only two used Economic Indicators as a sign of 

achievement. One of these noted under objectives that, “the evaluation noted that 11 partners had been 
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funded to implement various activities towards enhancing stability in the Three Areas” and the 

achievements in enhancements of these 11 partners was listed (Three Areas Peace 23). Another assessor 

noted that the activities described contribute to better economic development skills in terms of agriculture, 

literary and business skills (Kolwezi) but this statement was vague enough that Economic Indicators was 

marked ‘no’ by the same assessor. 

 

Structures and Institutions – Three of the ten projects used structures and institutions as an indicator of 

achievements. One of these said the project intended to create a formal or informal association of 

stakeholders who support the plan and cooperate on mining issues as identified and that the achievements 

included four reports and a transition plan for 2008-2015 (Kolwezi). 

 

Media Coverage and Content – Only two of the ten evaluations noted media coverage and content as 

an achievement indicator. Of the two, one was very specific, listing the name of the program, number of 

episodes and stations and estimated audience in addition to other programs, cinema screenings and comic 

book distribution (Kesho). 

Impact Achievements 

Changes in Attitude – Eight of the ten evaluations used changes in attitude as an achievement indicator. 

These were very specific and included, “an increase in trust between conflicting communities” (Building 

Bridges 33) and “respondents’ willingness to interact with conflicting communities” (42). Another noted a 

comparison between participants and non-participants in the project, “participants hold attitudes that are 

more respectful to the wellbeing of women than nonparticipants” which was the primary aim of what the 

project was trying to change (GBV 11). Another evaluation noted very specific percentage changes in 

attitude, “88 per cent (both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries) say that there is a clear change in the 

relationship between military and civilians" including increased trust, decrease in fear” (Kesho 32) and 

“Military officers and soldiers exposed to this project demonstrate a greater awareness of human rights 

and the importance of protecting civilians” (36). 

 

Changes in Behavior – As with Changes in Attitude, eight of the ten evaluations noted changes in 

behavior as an indicator of achievement.  One evaluation noted an improvement in conflict resolution 

mechanisms, decrease in violence and violent crime, increase in social and economic interaction between 

groups (Building Bridges). Another noticed change in gender relations as, “More women were being 

included in different committees at the local level such as the water management committees. In addition, 

men reported that women were slowly, being consulted both at private and public levels […] Due to 

TAPF, youth were increasingly being involved in peace building processes” (Threes Areas Peace 40). 

Finally, one report noted changes in relations between the military and civilians where, “the participants 

agreed to collaborate to reduce violence within the community, particularly between youth and 

governmental forces” (Kesho 17). 

 

Skills and Capacity – Seven of the ten evaluations noted an increase in Skills and Capacity as an 

indicator of achievement. These included an improvement in dispute resolution mechanisms (Building 

Bridges) and the extent to which traders used other tools to deal with conflicts (Trading for Peace). 

Another noted an increase in capacity at the institutional level as, “there was evidence of enhanced 

capacity to mitigate local conflict and promote peace and reconciliation as evident by the self-reported 

initiatives [and] improved access to legal aid and dispute resolution by vulnerable and conflict affected 
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populations” (Three Areas Peace 10). Finally, one report noted changes in military capacity to maintain 

peace as a restructuring of the army or demobilization of the community by one project, and the re-

establishment of rule of law by another” (Peace Maybe). 

OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES 
 

Table 5: Output and Outcome Yes No N/A Implicitly Explicitly  

Differentiations Between Output and 

Outcome 

4 6    

Desired Outputs Listed 4 6    

Explicit or Implicit   6 1        3 

SMART Outputs  4 0 6   

Desired Outcomes Listed 9 1    

Explicit or Implicit    2 4 4 

 

Outputs vs Outcomes 

Four of the ten projects differentiate between outputs and outcomes. Of the projects that did differentiate, 

some were explicit. For example, on one project the evaluators do an excellent job distinguishing between 

outputs and outcomes, devoting a section to each (Don’t Exclude Me) and in another the evaluation lists the 

tangible outputs such as the number of T.V. spots developed, and the outcomes such as changes in attitudes of 

focus groups and the numbers of views in different markets (Vrai Djo). In others, the distinction was less 

obvious and outputs were measured quantitatively while the outcomes were the desired effects of the project 

(GBV). There was an inconsistency in some reports to whether outcomes or outputs were being used as 

indicators in particular sections of the report. For example, in one project the narrative text mentions outputs 

consistently but not outcomes and the PMP only talks about outcomes but does not mention outputs (Trading for 

Peace). One project does not list any outcomes or outputs (Kolwezi).  

Desired Outputs – Four of the ten projects list the desired outputs. In one of the cases, the evaluation 

states the desired outcomes and outputs are listed in an annex but in the annex outputs are not explicitly 

delineated from outcomes and vice versa (GBV). In another evaluation, outputs are shown quantitatively 

while outcomes are discussed qualitatively and the evaluators make graphical representations of the 

outputs, while the evaluators discuss outcomes in the conclusion section and through the numerous 

recommendations sections (EAPCI Uganda). 

Explicit vs Implicit – Three of the ten evaluations listed the outputs explicitly while six said it was not 

applicable. For one of the evaluations the results/outputs were listed explicitly under the indicators for 

each country program (Don’t Exclude Me) and for another, indicators were not labeled specifically as 

output indicators but statements regarding how change was measured were listed explicitly (GBV). 

 

SMART Standards Applied to Outputs – Of the four projects that said desired outputs were there, all 

four said the SMART standards could be applied to them--but not every element of SMART (Specific, 



21 

 

Measurable, Attainable, Relevant, and Time-bound) could necessarily be applied. For example, SMART 

standards could be applied though ‘like casting’ was not a relevant output, while other outputs such as 

‘analysis of listener’ and ‘internet presence’ were not specific about intended results (Vrai Djo). 

 

Desired Outcomes – Of the ten evaluations, nine listed the desired outcomes. In some of the projects, they 

were listed in annexes rather than in the main report (Don’t Exclude Me and Trading for Peace). In the 

project where the outcomes were not listed, the evaluation was a mid-term so it did not have within its 

scope the requirement to lay out the project's design, rather it assessed the process and implementation 

thus far (Three Areas Peace). 

 

Explicit vs Implicit – Of the nine that listed outcomes, four were explicit and four were implicit. Of those 

listed explicitly the inclusion of the performance monitoring plan included indicator values at the baseline 

evaluation and estimated targets at the start of the project (Trading for Peace) and another explained 

the outcome as, “’The overall goal of TAPF is to support sustainable peace and reconciliation as a 

foundation for recovery and development in the Three Areas” (Three Areas Peace 12). In one project that 

listed outcome implicitly, the outcomes were listed as part of the project objectives: "as for the second 

planned strategy, the outcomes are implicitly described before each table of activities” (Kolwezi). 

THEORY OF CHANGE (TOC) 
 

Table 6: Theory of Change 

(TOC)- 

Yes No Not Present Implicitly Explicitly  

Theory of Change Mentioned 5 5    

How it is Described   4 1 5 

 

Theory of Change – Of the ten evaluation reports, five had identifiable theories of change of the project 

design while five did not.  

 

How it is Described – Of the five projects that had a theory of change, four were explicit while one was 

implicit. In several of the projects, it was titled as theory of change such as, “Mercy Corps’ Theories of 

Change: The objectives and activities of BBP were founded on the following three principal theories of 

change…” (Building Bridges 10). Another states, “The program’s theory of change assumes that through 

discussion, stereotypes and prejudices are exposed, and people who advocate respectful and considerate 

attitudes are empowered” (GBV 3) and “In order to raise knowledge and shift the attitudes of the groups 

targeted by the project, SFCG adopted a strategy which reached out to a mass audience and focused on 

effective sensitization and providing forums for dialogue’” (GBV 6). However in others, the theory of 

change was not necessarily identified as such. For example, one project stated that it aims to change the 

culture and attitude toward women through a positive incentive marketing campaign using a public figure 

and this theme was prevalent throughout the report (Vrai Djo). 
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CONFLICT ANALYSIS IN PROJECT DESIGN 
 

Table 7: Conflict Analysis Yes No N/A Internal External 

Conflict Analysis 5 4 1   

Conflict vs Context  4 2 4   

Internal or external to the aid 

organization 

  5 4 1 

Conducted by people who are 

internal or external to the conflict 

community 

  5 3 2 

 

Conflict Analysis – The question addressed two issues – whether there was a conflict analysis present in the 

report and whether that analysis was conducted by the project designers or the evaluators. Of the ten 

evaluations, five referenced a conflict analysis, four did not and one was considered not applicable as it was 

a meta-evaluation itself and some of the projects had a conflict analysis, while others did not (Peace Maybe). 

Of the five projects where a conflict analysis was detectable by our assessors, three were conducted by the 

evaluators while two were included in the original project design. In one, a conflict analysis was conducted as 

part of the participatory assessment during evaluation but our assessor noted that while this assessment did 

not follow a particular set of standards it did show the trends in conflict, and it was used to inform 

programming (Building Bridges). In another, “In December 2006 to April 2007 Pact Sudan conducted the 

Local Conflict Threat and Peace Assessments with a view to set up a five year program in Abyei, Blue Nile 

and Southern Kordofan" but these assessments were not included in the evaluation (Three Areas Peace 12). 

One project did not include a conflict analysis, but our assessor noted that while the report made no mention 

of any prior conflict in the DRC, the severity of the problem it is addressing is posed within the broader 

context of the problems there (Vrai Djo). 

Conflict vs Context – Four of the ten evaluations differentiate between conflict and context. One of the 

projects was in three areas and in the DRC and South Sudan cases, there is an explicit statement of 

difference while in the Burundi case, it was not stated explicitly (Don’t Exclude Me). Another did 

differentiate and highlights the conflict dynamics and trends, but lacked the historical dynamics or 

motivations of actors (Building Bridges). 

 

Internal or external to the aid organization – Four of the evaluations had conflict analyses which were 

conducted internally. One used internal focus groups and included a conflict mapping exercise (Building 

Bridges). However, several of the reports seemed to include data or evaluations from other agencies also. 

In one case, the agency built on the original conflict analysis done by ECOCRM, an external agency 

(Kolwezi). In another, conflict analyses from other programs were used which included some funded from 

DFID and USAID though additionally, a past organizational analysis provided important conflict analysis 

for the project (Three Areas Peace). 

 

Conducted by people who are internal or external to the conflict community – Only three of the ten 

evaluations that conducted conflict analyses were internal to the conflict community. Of the three, “Four 

local facilitators were trained in each district, in an attempt to minimize bias […] selection was based on 
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past skills assessments and recommendations from local staff” (Building Bridges 16) and “participants 

included at least seven and no more than ten community members, organized into separate groups of 

elders, women, and youth” (13). 

BASELINE AND DATA INDICATORS 
 

Baseline Data – Of the ten evaluations, six refer to a baseline study. In one project the baseline assessment 

was much more limited than either the midterm or final assessment, and did not capture data on many 

relevant indicators (Building Bridges) while others conducted in-depth and multiple baseline studies, “During 

the reporting period, SFCG conducted two baseline studies and three evaluations in four of the five provinces. 

A total of 2,035 people, both civilian and military, were surveyed by SFCG team, using interviews and focus 

groups” (Kesho 3). In one, a baseline survey was one of the project activities. It indicated a “baseline survey 

that would assess the main indicator values before the start of activities" (Trading for Peace 7). 

 

Methods of Data Collection for Baseline – All six of the projects that had baseline data noted the types 

and methods but only two discussed the baselines specifically. In one project, the organization “selected 

four localities to study civilian attitudes towards civil-military relations” and “focus groups and surveys of 

soldiers in the region” (Kesho 25) and in another there was a household survey of over 3,000 Congolese 

women conducted in 2007 (GBV). However, most of the projects that mentioned baseline studies did not 

specify how this was done or the information was vague. On one project, a community-needs committee 

was developed and trained (Don’t Exclude Me) and in another instance it was unclear if single or multiple 

methods were used (Building Bridges) and in another, though there was a baseline study, the evaluators 

did not access it (EAPCI Uganda).  

Evaluation Assessment  

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

 

Goals of Evaluations – The goals of the evaluations varied from reporting to donors, determining the success 

of the projects, assessing impact of the projects in the community or region and determining next steps or 

recommendations for future programs. Some evaluations were for the benefit of donors and the organization 

in future programming such as, “1. A summative evaluation for accountability and contractual obligation to the 

donor. 2. CARE Nederland, CARE country offices, and local partners wish to obtain lessons from the program 

which may inform and improve the effectiveness of future programming” (Don’t Exclude Me 60). Another 

stated goal was, “this final assessment sought to provide a comprehensive and accurate understanding of the 

current conditions in the […] program sites, and, most importantly, of changes made since the program’s start 

date in May 2009” (Building Bridges 10).  

Some evaluations were to measure the effects of the project in the region or country. For example, “The main 

purpose of the mid-term evaluation was to assess, establish and measure program effectiveness, as well as 

learn from its implementation so far, in relation to the overall Transitional Area context as relates also to other 

parts of the Sudan and the emerging transformation into two Countries” (Three Areas Peace 13) and, “To 

review conflict prevention and peacebuilding policies in the east of [the] DRC [...] the evaluation is designed to 

provide general conclusions relevant to all international interventions in the eastern DRC” (Peace Maybe 14). 

Another was to determine the broader implications of the project, “The central goal of the research study was 
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to develop and test measures and tools that could start to capture relationships between economic variables 

and stability outcomes” (EAPCI Uganda 4). 

Objectives and Scope of Work of the Evaluation – Objectives included analyzing effectiveness of the 

project; determining strengths, weaknesses, and barriers to the goals of the project; reporting and assessing 

activities and outputs; determining the contributions of international organizations on the conflict zone; and 

assessment of the security situation. The majority of the evaluations said their main objective was to determine 

the effectiveness of the project. One sought “to assess changes in key indicators […] and to explore what, if 

any, impact the cultural dialogues/exchanges and the joint livelihoods projects had on not only the level of 

violence, but also the relationships and interactions” (Building Bridges 3). Another was to see changes in 

attitudes and relationships in the region, “1) Assess the extent to which the respect and trust among and 

between petty traders and customs officials in the target region have improved; and 2) Assess the extent to 

which knowledge and understanding on issues causing conflict, including laws, duties, rights and approaches to 

managing them among principal actors on the main trading routes between the DRC, Burundi, and Rwanda 

have been improved” (Trading for Peace 8). 

Methods – Evaluations utilized multiple data collection methods including: participant surveys, primary and 

secondary sources, desk reviews, focus groups and meetings with project staffs. For example, there was 

mixed-method evaluation and primary and secondary sources were used and triangulated. There was a 

document review of the baseline study, phase plan, monitoring protocols, annual plans, progress reports and 

specific subject matter reports (Don’t Exclude Me). Another project used participant surveys during a film 

screening and listener call-ins during a radio program while the evaluation itself was a desk review (GBV) 

and another, in addition to reviews of project documents and baseline data conducted, “3) A survey of petty 

traders conducted in the three border areas. 4) Focus groups with petty traders in three border points; 5) In-

depth interviews with officials at border points” (Trading for Peace 8). In addition, some projects relied 

extensively on interviews and testimonials from staff and participants, “Interactive Meetings with Pact Sudan 

staff, Focus Group Interviews, Informant and Respondent Interviews, Observation and Listening Surveys” 

(Three Areas Peace 19). 

 

Triangulation of Data – Of the ten evaluations, seven identified more than one data source and said it was 

triangulated; three said there was only one data source (meaning there was no triangulation) and in one the 

evaluators explicitly stated that a triangulation method was used, noting how important it was to back up 

each source (Don’t Exclude Me). In another, “participatory assessment explored similar research questions as 

the survey, generating data that complemented the survey, and provided rich explanatory details to further 

back up the survey results, including understanding the contribution of BPP efforts towards the changes 

identified” (Building Bridges 15). On another project, four different data collection strategies (pre-post tests, 

surveys, and focus groups and call-backs) provided a different view of the project's ability to raise awareness 

around the causes of gender based violence and the mechanisms to combat it and support for survivors of 

sexual violence (GBV). 

Intended Audience – The intended audiences of the evaluations varied and in nine out of the ten projects, the 

audience was explicitly stated. These included: the agencies that ran the project (Don’t Exclude Me), 

universities (Building Bridges), peer organizations (GBV, Three Areas Peace, EAPCI Uganda), and the 

international community (Peace Maybe). However, the most common target audiences were the current donors 

including the Dutch government (Kesho), the British government (Vrai Djo), and USAID, (EAPCI Uganda, 

Building Bridges) and potential donors of future projects (GBV). 
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THE EVALUATOR 

 

Table 8: The Evaluator  Yes No N/A Internal External 

Internal vs External Evaluator    6 4 

Prior Experience 2 8 0   

 

The Evaluator – For the most part, the evaluations listed the name, affiliation and for a few, level of 

expertise. However, there were several of the projects that did not include the name of the evaluator. In the 

case of the Peace Maybe meta-evaluation there was a team of fifteen consultants representing eight 

nationalities with a team leader from Channel Research. 

Internal vs External – Of the ten evaluations, six of them were conducted internally to the organization. 

Some of projects listed justification for their decision to conduct them using their own people. For example, 

“Mercy Corps chose an internal evaluation out of cost consideration, time constraints, capacity building of 

local monitoring and evaluation staff, and in an effort to fully internalize learning from the assessment” 

(Building Bridges 11). Another project used an external evaluator who had previously worked for the 

organization (Trading for Peace) and one of the projects had external evaluators but a Steering 

Committee composed of donor and NGO representatives was also consulted with for the evaluation 

(Peace Maybe). 

Level of Training/expertise – Only three of the evaluations specifically listed credentials of the 

evaluators, and expertise varied from peacebuilding intern (Building Bridges) to the DM&E Coordinator 

for the DRC with a Doctorate in Economics with a specialization in the monitoring and evaluation of 

projects, and in particular the use of surveys and focus group discussions (GBV). Another evaluator had 

experience as an independent consultant leading research and evaluation projects in the Great Lakes 

region of Africa for the World Bank, CARE International and Save the Children and was a program 

officer for the International Rescue Committee in Rwanda and a project manager for the British Council in 

Oxford (Trading for Peace).  

Prior Experience – Only two of the ten evaluations state prior experience in peacebuilding evaluations 

and are noted above – Pacifique Ngombwa (GBV) and Ratiba Taouti-Cherif (Trading for Peace).  
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PROJECT DESIGN ASSESSMENT 
 

Table 9: Project Design Assessment Yes No 

Program design elements assessed in evaluation   

Goals 1 9 

Objectives 2 8 

Indicators 3 7 

Individual activities 3 7 

Outputs 5 5 

Outcomes 6 4 

Explicit references to the linkages between the above mentioned 
elements 

2 8 

Establishment of criteria to measure the success of the program  5 5 

 

Goals – Of the ten evaluations, only one assessed the goals and that was a mid-term evaluation that, 

“assessed the extent to which the program has met its goal and objectives measured against the 

implemented interventions” (Threes Areas Peace 23). On one of the evaluations that did not assess goals, 

our assessors noted the evaluators remained objective in their analysis and while they did mention the 

initial goals of the project, they only analyze the individual aspects of the project (Don’t Exclude Me). 

Objectives – Only two of the ten projects assessed objectives. One of the projects did so in great detail 

assessing, “the extent in which the defined objectives are realistic in terms of reach (depth and breadth), 

resources and results and project impact identified in the project proposal” (Three Areas Peace 22). 

 

Indicators – Three of the ten evaluations assessed indicators. Again, as in the above aspects of the project 

design, the evaluation of the Three Areas Peace project assesses this aspect and addresses the component 

of indicators in a section entitled "Management Quality in Organizational Performance” (57). 

 

Individual Activities – Only three of the ten evaluations assessed this aspect as part of the evaluation of 

the project design. In one project our assessor said the evaluator notes that weak findings might be 

attributable to the uncompleted project activity: “Thirdly, the BBP joint livelihood project established 

between these districts, the Kworeken market, has yet to be completed, thus the full impact of the project 

remains to be fully seen’” (Building Bridges 32). In another, in the discussion of the relevance of the 

project, the evaluators supported their finding that the projects were relevant to the conflict situation 

(Three Areas Peace). 

 

Outputs – Five of the ten evaluations assessed the outputs of the project. For example, “it appears that 

Mercy Corps' multidimensional approach-first targeting the hearts through cultural dialogues, then the 

minds through joint livelihood projects- has positively impacted the conflict situation between the targeted 

communities" (Building Bridges 42). In another, our assessor noted that assuming Pact Sudan's outputs are 



27 

 

partly considered as the partnerships created and the process by which these partnerships are formed, 

was carefully evaluated in the midterm report (Three Areas Peace). 

 

Outcomes – Six of the ten evaluations assessed the outcomes and many of those were explicit that this 

was a strong focus of the evaluation. Our assessor noted that one of the evaluations measured the impact 

of the program on the beneficiaries (Don’t Exclude Me) and another was an impact evaluation, assessing 

the outcomes of the project (Building Bridges). Another program noted that long-term changes (outcomes) 

may not be visible in the short-term of the program and analysis: “Peace and reconciliation are not 

necessarily short- term impact activities. Behaviour change requires a lot of back and forth processes and 

initiatives and the short duration of the TAPF activities limits the achievability of the outcomes" (Three 

Areas Peace 37). Another evaluation listed data of outcomes, but the data did not yield policy 

implications as there was not a baseline assessment of the target population (Vrai Djo). 

 

Explicit references to the linkages between the above mentioned elements – Two of the ten evaluations 

referenced linkages between the aspects of the project design. Several of the evaluations referenced two 

or three aspects of project design, but not all of them. For example, on one evaluation the evaluator's end 

analysis provided a linkage between the original objectives and the results achieved. The evaluator also 

showed how the change in attitude among the focus group indicated a broader change of attitude that 

could be achieved in the targeted region (Vrai Djo). On another, the evaluator made frequent links 

between the indicators, outputs, and outcomes, stating that the reader should not assume causality, though 

there was significant change as seen in the indicators (EAPCI Uganda). 

 

Establishment of criteria to measure the success of the program – Half of the project evaluators used 

their own criteria, the other half used the program designers’ criteria. On those that used their own 

criteria, our assessor noted that the evaluation added to the initial questions by delving deeper into the 

economic components. Rather than just seeing if newly created economic ties helped in promoting peace, it 

also explicitly asked respondents if they perceived an improvement in their economic situation (Building 

Bridges). In one instance where the project criterion was used to show success of the program, the 

evaluator also made his or her own judgments in relation to feedback and lessons learned (Vrai Djo). 

Another project noted that the program designer and evaluator have different goals and as a result, they 

used different indicators (EAPCI Uganda).   

THEORIES OF CHANGE (TOC) 

 

Table 10: Theories of Change Yes No 

Theories of Change explicitly mentioned 
 

3 7 

Linkages between the Theory of Change and the project 
design  
 

2 8 

 

Theory of Change – Three of the ten evaluations had an explicit statement regarding the Theory of Change. 

One project stated, “both the statistical and FGD data support the underlying hypothesis of this study that 

cultural dialogues and/or joint livelihoods projects can catalyze more social interaction’” (Building Bridges 39). 

In the meta-evaluation, Peace Maybe, there is not a theory of change explicitly stated for each project. 
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However, it does highlight explicitly the importance of theory of change and its relevance for peacebuilding 

projects (Peace Maybe). 

 

Linkages between the Theory of Change and the project design – Only two of the ten projects stated a 

linkage between the two. Of the two that did, one said that though the theory of change was explicit, the 

evaluator did not examine linkages in the theories of change with the project activities and it appears the 

linkages were assumed to be explicit (Building Bridges). In the other case, the evaluators noted that the 

developments presented by the evaluation show an improvement and direction toward the desired outcome 

indicated in the theory of change (EAPCI Uganda). Our assessor noted, in regards to the EAPCI Uganda 

theory of change, “that the design of the mapping systems for the project lead to a greater understanding of 

the links between economic indicators and the incidence of ambush and violence.” 

CONFLICT ANALYSIS 
 

Table 11: Conflict Analysis Yes No N/A 

Conflict Analysis mentioned 8 2  

Linkages between the relevance of the 
Conflict Analysis to the project design?  

5 3 2 

 

Conflict Analysis – Eight of the ten evaluations mention a conflict analysis. Some of these were the original 

analyses by the project designers (two), analyses or reports that were conducted by external organizations 

(three), and those conducted by the project evaluators (three). (Please refer to Table 7: Conflict Analysis in 

Project Design for further commentary of analyses conducted by project designers and evaluators). An 

evaluation that examined multiple project sites developed a different conflict analysis for each target area. In 

one evaluation, while the evaluators themselves did not mention the conflict analysis in any of their 

recommendations, they included their own conflict analysis within the evaluation (Don’t Exclude Me). Another 

project listed several studies by other agencies, “A number of completed studies were done by donor 

agencies or research centres, including: ‘A Strategic Conflict Analysis for the Great Lakes Region’ by SIDA 

(2004), ‘Aid and Conflict in the DRC’ by DFID (August 2007), ‘The Stability Assessment Framework in DRC’ by 

Clingendael (2007), ‘The Democratic Republic of Congo Assessment’ (2008)” (Peace Maybe 66). 

 
Linkages between the relevance of the Conflict Analysis to the project design – Of the eight, five assessed 

the relevance. In one project, our assessor pointed out that the conflict analysis was not official but rather 

based on the opinions of the target population, and as a result there is a lack of depth in the analysis of the 

macro conflict. The conflict analysis did, however, do an excellent job of identifying the population's 

perception of conflict dynamics (Building Bridges). Another evaluation noted that the analyses did not help 

with the project design as the findings of these studies are perceived by bilateral and multilateral agencies 

interviewed to be too general to properly serve programming purposes (Peace Maybe). 
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OUTPUTS 
 

 Table 12: Outputs Yes No Success Partial Success Failure 

Critique the outputs of the 
program 
 

3 7    

Critique whether the 
outputs were achieved 
 

5 5    

Success, a partial success 
or a failure? 
 

  5 5 0 

 

Critique the outputs of the program – Three of the ten projects critique outputs. In terms of methodology 

of mapping such evaluation reports, it is important to indicate that such questions about outputs were 

not as relevant as a stand alone question. Most of the reports did not make such distinction between 

outcomes and outputs.   

 

Critique whether the outputs were achieved – Five of the ten evaluations critiqued whether they were 

achieved. One assessor noted that the critique for the most part pointed out the areas where more work 

or improvement was needed. However, for the most part the evaluators said that some changes in 

attitudes and behaviors "cannot be generalized" and did not look further into the correlation between the 

intervention and the changes occurred (Trading for Peace). 

 

Success, Partial Success or Failure – Half of the evaluations described the project as a Success, the other 

half said it was a Partial Success. None of the projects were labeled a Failure. Our assessor noted that on 

one evaluation, the evaluators determine that the project had been very successful: “Findings from the 

surveys, pre- and post-tests, focus group discussions, and listener feedback, show that the sensitization 

strategy of SFCG has been very successful” (GBV 25). Another specifically noted, “The overall outcome of 

the mid-term evaluation is that the TAPF project has performed extraordinarily well” (Three Areas Peace 

61). For another, while the evaluator did not explicitly state success or failure they did note positive 

changes and made recommendations for the future, including lengthening the project's timeline and 

ensuring its sustainability, exemplifying the need to carry on with the study. Based on this, our assessor 

gauged the project a success (Vrai Djo).  

 

On a project that was determined to be a partial success, the evaluators noted that the project was a 

partial success in that it did achieve a great deal of change, but it needs to be taken further since the 

issue is still prevalent (GBV). Another noted that the evaluator concluded the program had contributed to 

one objective but that they were unable to verify that the other objectives were achieved in the four 

program areas (Don’t Exclude Me). In one instance the evaluator assessed the main reasons the project 

was only partially successful, “Interventions focusing on peace in eastern DRC were only partially 

successful and for a variety of reasons. Two of the reasons stood out in comparison with the rest:   

 

1. Protracted insecurity: armed groups continually destabilize regions, and consequently increasing 

operational costs and diminishing direct contacts with agencies in the field.  
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2. The profound weakness of the state, and the inability of international agencies and organizations to 

imagine a new way of constructively working with it” (Peace Maybe 125). 

BASELINE DATA:  SUMMATIVE DATA COMPARED TO THE BASELINE DATA 
 

Of the ten evaluations, four compared summative data to baseline or midterm data. In one case, according to 

the evaluator, “The baseline assessment was much more limited than either the midterm or final assessment, 

and did not capture data on many relevant indicators. Therefore, in these instances, a comparison could only 

be made between indicators measured from the midterm and final assessment” (Building Bridges 17). Another 

used baseline data in two sections related to perceptions of respondents, and where baseline data existed, it 

was compared. The comparison was made at the end of the document in the PMP where the evaluator 

contrasted what had been achieved with the numbers from the baseline (Trading for Peace). One of the 

projects that did not include baseline data did so because, “General instability and issues of access to 

isolated regions made it impossible to do a point of reference study, to have controlled groups, clear 

indicators and benchmark targets from other similar situations” (Peace Maybe 39). 

LESSONS LEARNED AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Table 13: Lessons Learned Yes No 

Lessons Learned 7 3 

Recommendations 9 1 

Recommendations for Different Sectors  

Project Organization/Agency 8 

This Project’s Designer 7 

Policymakers 1 

Donors 5 

Peacebuilding Community  5 

Peer Organizations/Other project designers  5 

 

Lessons learned – Seven of the ten evaluations provided lessons learned. In one project, lessons learned are 

not provided explicitly but implicitly for each of the four country programs. They were presented as part of a 

conclusion for each section and were structured by results (Don’t Exclude Me). Another project labeled them 

not as lessons learned but were instead mentioned as "challenges" listed throughout the evaluation (EAPCI 

Uganda). Another listed lessons in relation to challenges as a table of challenges encountered and 

corresponding "Opportunites and Strategies Underway” (Kesho 38).  

 

Recommendations – Nine of the ten evaluations provided recommendations. One project specified that the 

evaluators need to provide recommendations for each country program. However, it was not included 

explicitly; the conclusion for each section contains a very short (1 or 2 sentences) paragraph with proposed 

action/changes but nothing more and no overall recommendation for the implementing organization (Don’t 

Exclude Me). Another assessor noted that the evaluators themselves did not provide recommendations. Rather, 
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they quoted from focus group discussions and feedback to present what the target population had suggested 

as recommendations. This was mostly to increase the number of programs and expand it to include more issues 

regarding girls (GBV). Several of the reports specifically had sections labeled “Recommendations” (Threes 

Areas Peace and Peace Maybe). 

 

Recommendations for Different Sectors – The majority of the recommendations were for the project 

organization/agency or the project designers. In one project, they were detailed and listed recommendations 

according to specific areas such as local capacities for peace, monitoring, reporting and learning; managing 

growth dynamics; and managing quality performance (Three Areas Peace). There were several 

recommendations that suggested collaboration between different groups including project designers, donors 

and the local media. For example, one project recommended, “a need for the conception of a mechanism for 

synergy between SFCG and local media in a dynamic of share success and positive effects” (Vrai Djo 15). 

Another project suggested that the project organization, a local partner organization and the donor meet to 

discuss changes to the project moving forward, “SFCG would like to propose that during the first quarter of 

2011 a meeting takes place between SFCG and ECC MERU and the Dutch embassy in order to underscore 

the importance of this strategic shift” (Kesho 40). 
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DISCUSSION AND LESSONS LEARNED 

The purpose of this meta-review of ten evaluation reports from the Portal is to pilot a mapping methodology 

that can help understand strengths and weaknesses in the reporting and conducting of peacebuilding 

evaluation.  There is no doubt that despite the small sample that was used for this report some significant 

lessons can be learned from the findings presented above.  However, it is crucial to remember that both the 

size and methodology of the sample cannot be utilized to over generalize patterns and conclusions about the 

state of the field of evaluation of peacebuilding programs.  

The research shows that there was no consistent way in which evaluators related to the project design in their 

evaluation reports. The lack of full project descriptions in evaluations limits the utility of the findings beyond 

project specific staff.   In addition, there was a noticeable lack of critical analysis of the individual elements of 

the project’s design itself as it related to the success or failure of the project. Of the ten evaluations, only one 

explicitly assessed the project goals, and only two assessed the project objectives.    

The fact that the majority of evaluators do not include project descriptions in their reports is an indicator of a 

shortcoming in the field and highlights the need for basic standards in contextualizing and presenting project 

design in evaluation reports. In addition, a critical analysis of individual project design elements should be 

conducted in order to more fully explore and understand the potential causes of project success or failure. 

As shown in the research, the majority of the projects reference the project design’s various aspects such as: 

objectives, goals, and activities (six-eight out of ten reports). However, the quality and nature of these 

references was also limited or generic. For example, there was no detailed examination or analysis of each 

goal and objective as defined by the project implementers and how the beneficiaries perceived it. The goals 

for example were treated in such a generic way by some evaluation reports that dates, timing of completion, 

percentage of completion, or even sources of verifications of the evidence were not reported (only three out 

of ten reports). The lack of verification of evidence certainly raises a red flag in terms of the validity of results 

reported or credibility of findings. 

In addition, the description of the project’s design as completed by the evaluators lacked consistency and 

systematic treatment. It seemed that several of the evaluators did not even relate their analysis to several 

aspects of the design, such as theories of change behind the project or the conflict analysis as utilized by the 

implementers or the project designers.  

Of the evaluations reviewed, very few addressed the assumptions upon which the project was designed. Only 

three out of the ten evaluators mentioned the project’s theory of change and only two of those discussed 

linkages between the theory and the project’s design. 

Various theories can be generated to explain these gaps in dealing with basic elements of the project design 

by the evaluation reports: 

First, while an evaluator may have particular standards and measurements he or she uses to assess the 

program, they may not be familiar with conditions on the ground or basic strategies and structures of project 

design. Second, the evaluators were instructed by the organization or donors not to spend time or space in the 

report on the description of the project design (due to the limited time, scope, and length of the report, etc.). 

Third, the project’s implementers and documents provided to the evaluators did not have sufficient information 

about the various aspects of the project to be evaluated. 

Regardless the type of reasoning used to explain the lack of description of the project design or the lack of 

consistency among evaluators in relating to the project design, it is obvious that such gaps can affect the 
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quality and utility of the report. It also reduces the capacity of the readers, i.e. primary and secondary 

audiences, to fully and systematically contextualize the findings and recommendations of the evaluation 

report.  

It is clear from the review that within the ten evaluation reports, only half or fewer clearly related the analysis 

to the impact and performance indicators used by the project implementers to measure the quality of 

programming. Despite this finding it is hard to conclude that there was no monitoring or performance among 

the implementers or lack of clarity on the criteria.  There are two potential explanations for this – it can mean 

the project designers did not create their own criteria to measure the success of the project or it can mean the 

evaluators chose to use a different monitoring criteria than the one created by the project designers. 

However when it came to discussing achievements and results of the project, the majority of the evaluation 

reports utilized the various indicators under achievements and results, especially in the section when they 

related to impact (changes in attitude, changes in behavior, increase in skills and capacity, and reflective 

assessment). The performance indicators remained low (half or fewer referenced them).  This can be 

interpreted in several ways - evaluators in these reports did not systematically follow a specific set of 

indicators in guiding their methodology or reporting framework or that the specific indicators that this 

evaluation team chose to measure were not used in every project. The indicators of each project were 

determined by what the project was specifically trying to do. In other words, if there was a project that did 

not have specific events planned, then there would not be a need to measure “Attendees” or “Events Held”. 

This does not mean there was not a focus on performance indicators; they were simply not applicable for that 

project. The data did show however, that in general, the projects were more interested in measuring attitudes 

and opinions rather than tangible events or products. 

Another area of weakness is in addressing the distinction between outputs and outcomes of the projects. Half 

or less of the reports had no explicit distinction between these terms. This lack of clarity can be due to the 

projects themselves not providing any concrete data that separate outcomes from output. This can be assessed 

in several ways including a lack of capacity or information that would enable a separation of the two data 

sources or a lack of understanding of the relevance in distinguishing between outputs and outcomes.  

The findings regarding the conflict analysis are also indicative of the reality of the peacebuilding evaluation 

field. Less than half of the reports included a section on conflict analysis or related in any detail to the social, 

political, or economic context of the conflict. Also half used internal or external conflict assessments and the 

evaluation reports provided few details about the nature of the assessment or analysis of the conflict context. 

As many development organizations and peacebuilding agencies have been emphasizing the crucial need to 

integrate conflict analysis as an essential part of any peacebuilding programming and project design, this is 

another indicator that there may be a need for standards in this area. In addition, conflict mapping has been 

introduced in many development contexts as a first step before any programming begins. Again, it is not clear 

whether the evaluation reports did not highlight or mention the conflict analysis because such assessments were 

not made at all, or because the evaluation team did not perceive such information as important or relevant to 

the report. 

Further clarity and explicit articulation of theories of change that guide the project design is crucial for 

peacebuilding evaluation. Few of the project reports provided any explicit discussion of the theories of 

change adopted by the implementers. In three of the six reports that stated the project design had included a 

theory of change, only three of the evaluators felt this was valuable information for them to reference.  

Peacebuilding evaluation reports are still in need of further systematic treatment of baseline data. Only six 

out of ten projects reported on the existence of some baseline data as would be expected based on the state 
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of the field. However, the evaluations in most of these cases do not evaluate or validate the baseline data. 

For example, there was no verification of the validity of such data and to what extent it was objectively 

collected or documented. Nevertheless, the lack of systematic and well-defined baseline data continues to 

constitute a major obstacle facing any evaluation team in peacebuilding area.  

In terms of evaluation methodology, the majority of the reports explicitly articulated the scope and objectives.  

However, it was clear that the intended audience of these evaluations in most cases was the donors and not 

the organization, staff, or beneficiaries.  The reports rarely included any specific description or strategies in 

how to disseminate or utilize the report beyond its delivery.  

The nature of the evaluation team can indicate to a large extent the degree of the professional approach 

adopted by the evaluators. While having an external evaluator as part of the team often raises the level of 

quality control measures expected by the team, organization, and even donors, in the context of these ten 

cases, eight out of ten of the evaluators were internal and not external to the organization. While this may be 

due to limited resources, internal teams who carry out such evaluations might have limited measures to control 

internal bias or the broader interests of the organization. For instance, when completing a final evaluation 

which was carried out by an internal team (evaluation unit), it is possible that such a team will adjust the 

reporting framework if the report is to be shared with donors.  

Only three of the ten reports included descriptions of the evaluator’s or evaluation team’s qualifications.  Of 

the three that did, two of these evaluators/evaluation teams listed prior experience or familiarity with 

peacebuilding.  A familiarity with peacebuilding processes, theories and strategies is critical in an evaluator’s 

ability to assess relevance, a key evaluative criterion, and enable evaluators to report findings in such a way 

that is useful for future program improvement. In addition, previous experience or knowledge related to the 

region is desirable in order for the evaluator to understand cultural or contextual factors that may contribute 

or challenge the project’s success. One of the project evaluators had extensive experience in the region as a 

project designer and manager, in addition to experience in monitoring and evaluation of peacebuilding 

projects. These mixed qualifications are considered desirable when selecting individuals or evaluation team 

members.13   

Many of the reports lacked systematic linkages between the program design and its various components and 

in most of these reports, the evaluators did not systematically follow and relate to objectives, outputs, 

outcomes, impact, theories of change, and monitoring procedures. These findings again illustrate the need 

among peacebuilding evaluators to be familiar with the program design cycle and to construct their 

evaluation in a more comprehensive and programmatically meaningful way. By creating standards for this 

type of evaluation and reporting, these reports will become useful tools for future project designers in the 

field rather than strictly evaluations of one particular project that carries little meaning to those outside of the 

organization or their donors.  

As noted from the data, most of the recommendations were directed at either the project organization or 

agency (eight out of ten) or the project designers (seven out of ten). The least number of recommendations 

were directed at policy makers, with only one evaluation doing so. Half of the evaluations directed 

                                                
13

 According to the “Guidance on Evaluating Conflict Prevention and Peacebuilding Activities: Working Draft for Application Period” by the 
DAC Network on Conflict, Peace and Development Co-operation and the DAC Network on Development Evaluation (OECD 2008), “people 
who are themselves knowledgeable about conflict and peace are critical to the quality of conflict prevention and peacebuilding 
evaluations. However, it is equally important to have knowledgeable evaluation experts in the team” (34). Of several questions to 
consider when selecting an evaluator, one is, “does the team have demonstrated knowledge of the conflict prevention and peacebuilding 
field and practice: ability to perform conflict analysis; knowledge of evaluation approaches and methods; experience in the 
country/region involved; relevant language skills” (34). 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluationofdevelopmentprogrammes/dcdndep/39774573.pdf 
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recommendations toward Donors, the broader Peacebuilding Community and Peer Organizations or Other 

Project Designers. 

The process of identifying recommendations and lessons learned is a central task for each evaluation team. 

The factors that determine each of the recommendations made are related to the evaluation’s objectives. Thus 

some might emphasize required policy changes, while others focus on ways to improve program 

implementation and design. Nevertheless, the evaluation team needs to be explicit in linking its 

recommendations with the objectives of the evaluation, something that was missing from many of the reports 

examined.  
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CONCLUSION 

This pilot meta-review of ten evaluation reports that were posted on the Portal was aimed at testing a 

framework for comparing and reviewing existing and future evaluation reports. Through the analysis and 

report there were a few challenges and obstacles that faced the reviewing team. Some of these problems 

were related to the fact that the criteria for reviewing the cases were not as clear as intended and the 

evaluation reports lacked details and basic data regarding certain aspects (i.e baseline and project design). 

In addition, the small number of the reports and the lack of specific clarity on the utilization of the review itself 

caused a certain level of uncertainty in the degree and capacity of the review team to provide far reaching 

conclusions or recommendations.  

Nevertheless, there are clear patterns that were uncovered by the analysis of the ten cases. For example, the 

lack of systematic description, discussion, and reference to the project design by evaluators; the lack of clarity 

and consideration of the theories of change behind each project and the failure of many evaluators to 

articulate them in the report or to discuss them in the context of the project being evaluated; the implications 

of having internal teams exclusively examining their own projects without input from external evaluators; and 

the lack of systematic examination of the conflict assessments and analysis of the project throughout its 

implementation and when it is being evaluated; and the incorporation of the context as part of the evaluation 

reports was a major challenge for all the evaluators in these cases.  

The above findings and patterns are not new to the field of peacebuilding evaluation. In fact, there have 

been many reports and studies by donor and practitioners who have documented these trends (see Cheyanne 

Scharbatke-Church14, Cheyanne Church and Julie Shouldice15, Cheyanne Church and Mark Rogers16, Thania 

Paffenholz, Mohammed Abu-Nimer and Erin McCandless17; John Paul Lederach18, etc.). However, the fact that 

even with a small sample of ten cases, such trends continue to exist should raise some red flags for both 

organizations and donors who are still hesitant when it comes to investment in improving their evaluation 

standards. 

Hopefully this review of these evaluation report will encourage other scholars, donors, organizations, and 

practitioners to utilize other cases on the Portal to learn more about the nature of peacebuilding evaluation 

designs and reports. Also, SFCG and CPD hope to launch a second phase of this project to include a larger 

number of cases and to improve and refine the framework that has been constructed to review these cases.  

                                                
14

 Cheyanne Scharbatke-Church, “Evaluating Peacebuilding: Not Yet All It Could Be,” Berghof Handbook for Conflict Transformation II, 
2012, http://dmeforpeace.org/learn/evaluating-peacebuilding-not-yet-all-it-could-be; Cheyanne Church, “Peacebuilding Evaluation: From 
Infancy to Teenager,” New Routes, Volume 13, No. 3, 2008. Life & Peace Institute, 
http://dmeforpeace.org/sites/default/files/NewRoutes83_0.pdf.  
15

 Cheyanne Church and Julie Shouldice, The Evaluation of Conflict Resolution Interventions: Framing the State of Play, 2002, INCORE, 
http://www.incore.ulst.ac.uk/publications/research/incore%20A5final1.pdf; and, The Evaluation of Conflict Resolution Interventions: Part 
II Emerging Practice and Theory, 2003, INCORE, http://www.incore.ulst.ac.uk/publications/research/THE%20FINAL%20VERSION%202.pdf.  
16

 Cheyanne Church and Mark M. Rogers, Designing for Results: Integrating Monitoring and Evaluation in Conflict Transformation 
Programs, 2006, http://www.sfcg.org/Documents/manualpart1.pdf.  
17

 Thania Paffenholz, Mohammed Abu-Nimer, and Erin McCandless, “Peacebuidling and Development: Integrated Approaches to 
Evaluation,” Journal of Peacebuilding & Development, Volume 2, No.2, 2005. 
18

 John Paul Lederach, Building Peace: Sustainable Reconciliation in Divided Societies. Washington DC, United States Institute of Peace 
Press, 1997. 

http://dmeforpeace.org/learn/evaluating-peacebuilding-not-yet-all-it-could-be
http://dmeforpeace.org/sites/default/files/NewRoutes83_0.pdf
http://www.incore.ulst.ac.uk/publications/research/incore%20A5final1.pdf
http://www.incore.ulst.ac.uk/publications/research/THE%20FINAL%20VERSION%202.pdf
http://www.sfcg.org/Documents/manualpart1.pdf
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University of Minnesota’s Humphrey School of Public Affairs.   

 

 

 

 



38 

 

Assessors 

Catherine Broussard – Master of Arts Candidate – International Peace and Conflict Resolution, School of 

International Service, American University. Monitoring and Evaluation Consultant, Sisi ni Amani-Kenya, Nairobi, 

Kenya; Evaluator for Desk Review, Social Impact, Washington DC; Monitoring and Evaluation Consultant, 

Women’s Collective, Washington DC. 

Jillian Christie – Master of Arts Candidate – International Peace and Conflict Resolution, School of 

International Service, American University.  Regional Concentration: Sub-Saharan Africa. Intern, Washington 

Office - United Nations Development Program; Social and Political Transformation Study Abroad, Durban, 
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