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Sida’s management response system was introduced in 1999 to 
promote learning and enhance Sida’s effectiveness. This study 
analyses the system’s characteristics and basic assumptions as 
well as how it works in practice. The study was carried out by 
two researchers at Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research 
(UCER), Umeå University, Sweden. 

The assumptions of the system are consistent to attain the 
desired outcome of better documentation, but not quite 
consistent with the intention of learning. The implementation 
of the system has been uneven and the system has made a limi-
ted contribution to (organizational) learning. Another impor-
tant conclusion is that the present system does not enhance 
partnership, dialogue and ownership.  

The evaluation identifies three options for the future. The 
status quo option implies no changes in routines and proce-
dures in the current system. The second option, referred to as 
the Sida Response (SR) system, modifies and strengthens the 
current system. The third option is a Sida Partner Response 
(SPR) system which includes Sida’s responses to recom-
mendations directed to partners, and partner responses to 
recommendations addressed to Sida. 
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Foreword

In 1999 Sida decided to institute a formal response system for its evaluations, 
in part inspired by a similar arrangement for the internal audit function at 
Sida. The overall purpose of the system is to ascertain that findings, 
conclusions and recommendations from Sida evaluations are given due 
consideration and are acted on.

The present study carried out by a team from UCER at Umeå University 
commissioned by the Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit (UTV) 
contains an analysis of the programme logic as well as the application of the 
current response system. It is based on a sample of evaluations and responses 
produced by UTV and by other Sida departments and the Swedish embassies 
with responsibility for Swedish international development co-operation.

The underlying question of this report is the present and potential role of 
a formal response system to further learning from evaluations in the context 
of Swedish development co-operation.  

Not many studies have been made of formal response systems. Thus the 
present study is also a contribution to a general discussion on mechanisms to 
promote learning from evaluations.

Stockholm January 26, 2006 

Eva Lithman 
Director
Department for Evaluation and Internal Audit 
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Preface (authors) 

This evaluation study was carried out between September 2004 and Sep-
tember 2005 by two researchers at Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research 
(UCER), Umeå University, Sweden. A reference group1 has met three times to 
discuss the evaluation plan, preliminary results and a draft report. We would 
like to thank you all for your advice and comments, which have been of great 
value for us when compiling this report. However, only we are responsible for 
the analysis and conclusion, as well as any flaws in the report.

We also want to take the opportunity to express our gratitude to Sida 
personnel and other persons who have offered precious time and shared their 
experiences with us. We are especially grateful to Begoña Barrientos who 
helped us to collect the management response documents and arrange most 
of the interviews. 

We have written a fairly short main report and elaborated the analysis on a 
general level. The empirical material and fine points are presented in annexes. 
It should be known that there are two versions of the same report, one Sida 
and one UCER. The only difference between the two is that the Sida version, 
published in ‘Sida Studies in Evaluation’, comprises a selection of annexes 
whereas the UCER report, published in UCER’s series ‘Evaluation Reports’, 
includes all 11 annexes. However, all annexes are also available at the 
Secretariat for Evaluation and Internal Audit at Sida.  The UCER report can 
be downloaded as pdf file (www.ucer.umu.se) or ordered from UCER (see 
address below).

It is our hope that this report will contribute to the discussion on how to 
improve the utilization of evaluations in general and in developing Sida’s and 
other organizations response system in particular.  

We also welcome comments on the report for our future work. Please 
address correspondence to UCER, Umeå University SE-901 87 Umeå, 
Sweden or anders.hanberger@ucer.umu.se.

Umeå, December 2005 

Anders Hanberger  Kjell Gisselberg 

1 Kim Forss, Andante Tools for Research AB; Ulf Andersson, Swedish Environmental 
Protection Agency; Staffan Herrström, Sida (POM); Eva Lövgren, Sida (AFRA); Johanna 
Palmberg, Sida (NATUR).
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SUMMARY

In 1999 a management response (MRE) system was introduced at Sida with 
the purpose to promote learning and improve the administrative procedures 
for evaluations which in turn would enhance Sida’s effectiveness. The purpose 
of this evaluation is to (a) describe and analyse the management response 
system’s characteristics and assumptions, (b) to evaluate how the system 
works in practice, (c) and to assess the systems relevance, and present recom-
mendations for the future.2

Three main conclusions have been drawn from this evaluation. First, the 
assumptions of the MRE system are reasonable and consistent to attain the 
desired outcome of better documentation and adding structure, but not quite 
consistent with the intention of (organizational) learning. This evaluation and 
other studies indicate that the quality of Sida evaluation reports is uneven and 
sometimes low, which implies that the accuracy needs to be examined in each 
case. The MRE system’s integration with existing forums for decision-making 
is not considered thoroughly in the design of the system, neither are the 
conditions for learning and process use. The evaluation is viewed as an end 
product where conclusions and recommendations are to be used. Learning 
from evaluations, however, demands support from the top, feasible forums 
and time for deliberation throughout the evaluation process.  

In practice the MRE system has, secondly, made a limited contribution to 
(organizational) learning which has to do with a number of implementation 
failures. The implementation of the MRE system has been slow and uneven. 
On average, still less than 50% of the evaluations are completed with MREs. 
The staff involved and the work devoted to developing MREs varies, but is in 
most cases limited. MREs for UTV evaluations are often more elaborate. 
Management responses have low status compared with other routines, and 
documents and are not generally used in forums where important decisions 
are made. Managers have been cautious when deciding about Sida’s action in 
the MREs in order to avoid too many commitments. MREs are rarely 
requested at the management level and never by the Board. MREs often 
provide no or incomplete representation of evaluations, provide limited 
information about Sida’s considerations and responses and thus have limited 
value for knowledge transfer. In addition, the follow-up of action plans is not 
always a routine.

Thirdly, the system does not enhance partnership, dialogue and owner-
ship. Accordingly, it is not a support for Sida’s overall endeavours.  

2 The evaluation is based on documents guiding Sida’s evaluation and MRE system, an 
overall analysis of all Sida evaluation reports and MRE documents produced for the period 
1999-2003, a comparative analysis of the quality of 11 evaluation reports and 21 MRE 
documents, interviews with key persons behind the system and with participants in six 
evaluation and MRE processes, and five focus group interviews with Sida personnel. 
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Viewed from a political perspective the current MRE system strengthens 
the management level and its discretion to decide about which action to take 
and not to take. Assessed from an institutional perspective which gives 
attention to the values, norms, and procedures in which the MRE system is 
embedded, the system appears to be more important than single MREs 
indicating use of the scheme for organizational legitimatization. The prime 
value of the system is to add legitimacy to the organization by pointing to a 
system which takes care of evaluations. The limited interest shown in actual 
management responses become understandable from this perspective. 

The evaluation identifies three options for the future. The status quo 
option implies no changes in routines and procedures in the current system. 
The main advantages are that the system could add some legitimacy to 
existing practice and provide freedom of choice for managers. The main 
disadvantages are that Sida’s action could be based on weak grounds, basic 
conditions for learning are not at hand, and the system is not given high 
priority and insufficiently supervised by managers, which in turn sends signals 
to the staff that it is not so important.

The second option, referred to as the Sida Response (SR) system, modifies 
and strengthens the current system. Some of the improvements include better 
instructions and routines for the system, more time for reflection, a flexible 
response system which includes no response, a limited and a complete re-
sponse. The SR system also needs a response committee for each evaluation. 
The main advantages are that a SR system provides better conditions for 
achieving the original intentions and guaranteeing that power and freedom of 
choice stay with Sida managers. The main disadvantages are that it is not 
adapted to Sida’s field organization and to Sida’s partnership, dialogue, and 
ownership goals/principles.

The third option is a Sida Partner Response (SPR) system which includes 
Sida’s responses to recommendations directed to partners, and partner 
responses to recommendations addressed to Sida. “Reaching agreed consent” 
is added to the purposes of the SPR system. Criteria for situations when Sida 
is not prepared to seek a compromise need to be developed as well. The status 
of the response system is raised by using SPR in forums where important 
dialogues and decisions take place. This option also includes a flexible 
response system and a response committee for each evaluation. The main 
advantages are that SPR enhances rationality in collective action, promotes 
collective and inter-organizational learning and goes along with the overall 
goals of partnership, dialogue and ownership. The main disadvantages are that 
the evaluation process is prolonged and time consuming.

The two development alternatives allocate resources differently than 
today; time is saved in cases where no response or a limited response to an 
evaluation will be produced, but the overall costs are difficult to estimate. 
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Today the cost of dissemination, deliberation and follow-up evaluations is low 
compared with the evaluation process as a whole. If more time is spent on 
some of the evaluations it could be justifiable from a broad economic 
perspective and also from a partnership perspective. 

The recommendation is to develop the SPR alternative if Sida personnel 
and partners, after discussion, approve it. Our main arguments are that this 
alternative can help to achieve the intentions of the current MRE system, 
promote collective learning and shared responsibility, and it harmonizes with 
Sida’s overall goals of dialogue, partnership and ownership. Sida is also recom-
mended to thoroughly discuss the conclusions and future options with 
different stakeholders within Sida and to a selection of partners.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Evaluation is an indispensable part of decision making and a basic feature of 
organizational life. During the last decades evaluation has become more 
elaborated and diversified, and the formalization and institutionalization of 
evaluation have increased considerably. Furthermore, evaluation systems have 
become a normal feature of large organizations in their dealing with 
governance problems and uncertainty.3 Sida, the Swedish International 
Development Cooperation Agency, is no exception. 

Sida commissions around 40-50 evaluations every year. To deal with all 
these evaluations Sida has, step by step, built an evaluation system.4 The 
current evaluation system provides a structure for evaluations undertaken by 
Sida’s Department for Evaluation and Audit (UTV) and other Sida 
departments and embassies. Sida’s evaluations are planned and managed in a 
structured way and used as a complement to monitoring.5 Furthermore, Sida 
organizes and undertakes evaluations following the principles for evaluation 
of development assistance developed by the Development Assistance 
Committee, DAC, of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 
Development, OECD.6 This implies that impartiality, independence and 
credibility should exist at all stages of the evaluation process, to name a few of 
the guiding principles.7

In 1999, a so-called Management REsponse (MRE) system was introduced 
at Sida in order to improve the performance of the evaluation system. This 
last stage of the evaluation process has the overall purpose of enhancing 
learning from evaluations and consolidating the administrative routines for 
dealing with evaluation findings. This report summarizes an evaluation of how 
Sida’s MRE system works in theory and practice. The evaluation was 
commissioned by UTV and carried out by Umeå Centre for Evaluation 
Research (UCER), Umeå University, from September 2004 to September 
2005.

The MRE system is examined in this evaluation as part of Sida’s 
evaluation system and organization. The way the system is intended to work is 
depicted from the guiding principles and policies for evaluations at Sida8 and 
through interviews with key persons behind the system. The evaluation also 
takes into consideration Sida’s inter-organizational context, its collaborating 

3 Forss & Samset, 1999; Power, 1997; Hofstede, 1980; Mark and Henry, 2004; Schaumburg-
Müller, 2005; Widmer & Neuenschwander, 2004 
4 Forss, 1984; Forss & Samset, 1999 
5 Sida, 1999; Sida, 2003; Sida, 2004a; Sida, 2004b 
6 OECD/DAC, 2002 
7 ibid.; Sida, 2004b 
8 GD decision 158/98; UTV, 1997; Sida, 1999; Sida, 2003; Sida, 2004b 
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partners’ and some of the main stakeholders’ experiences of how the system 
works in practice. The MRE system is also assessed in relation to Sida’s 
overall principles for promoting dialogue, partnership and ownership. The 
dialogue with Sida partners should, according to this principle, be open and 
transparent, and also contribute to learning and information exchange.9 Sida 
also strives to found partnerships “based on shared values and well-defined 
roles, with its cooperation partners”.10 Furthermore, Sida has recognized 
“Genuine ownership by the cooperation partner” as one important condition 
for prosperous development work.11 Evaluations initiated by Sida “should 
reflect the interests and concerns of all parties, not just those of Sida”,12 a 
tenet we shall return to at the end of this report. 

The MRE system can also be understood as a way of “linking evaluation 
findings to future activities”, which is one of the requirements for good 
institutional structure for managing evaluation.13 Thus, Sida’s institution-
alization of the current MRE system is anchored in international discourse 
and the DAC principles for the evaluation of development assistance. 

This evaluation adopts a multi-methodological approach, briefly described 
below and in more detail in Annex 2. The analysis and conclusions are based 
on existing documents guiding Sida’s evaluation and management response 
system, an overall analysis of all Sida evaluation reports and MRE documents 
produced for the period 1999-2003, a comparative analysis of the quality of 11 
evaluation reports and 21 MRE documents, interviews with key persons 
behind the MRE system, five focus group interviews with Sida personnel, and 
interviews with participants in six evaluation and MRE processes. Because 
only a selection of evaluation and management response processes has been 
explored in depth, the basis for conclusions concerning how evaluation and 
MRE processes proceed is incomplete. However, six case studies (processes), 
together with five focus group interviews, and the documentation (terms of 
references, pre-study reports, evaluation reports, MRE documents) provide a 
sufficient basis for exploring most issues at issue concerning how the MRE 
system works in practice. If more processes had been explored the same 
issues would appear, but probably very few entirely new ones. The evaluation 
cannot, however, elucidate how common various issues are, or the number of 
stakeholders that perceive the evaluation and MRE process in a specific way. 
In addition, other studies of Sida’s evaluation system are integrated in the 
analysis. In the main report the various data sources are synthesised. In a few 

9 Sida, 2003:38 
10 ibid.p.36 
11 ibid.p.39 
12 ibid.p.53 
13 OECD/DAC, 1992:133 
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cases when data collected with different methods point in different directions 
this will be indicated and emphasized.

The structure of the report is as follows: First, the reader is briefly 
introduced to research on evaluation systems and use. Next, the purpose of 
the evaluation is specified and the applied methodology is briefly outlined. 
The analysis which follows in chapters two, three and four is based on 
empirical findings, extensively reported in annexes 4 to 7. The proposed 
guidelines for dealing with evaluation findings in a revised and developed 
response system are presented in annex 8.

1.1 Sida’s evaluation and management response system  

Basically, two types of evaluation systems can be distinguished in 
organizations: a centralized and a decentralized organizational model.14 The 
centralized model is a top-down model in which a specialized evaluation unit 
has responsibility for planning evaluations and disseminating findings. In this 
model, the evaluation unit is subordinate to the board or directorate with a 
certain degree of independence, and executes its commission primarily 
through external evaluators. A key feature of a centralized system is an 
advisory committee with representatives from different internal sections, 
which sometimes include external officers or experts. By contrast, in a 
decentralized evaluation system, the sections, departments or units are 
themselves responsible for initiating, planning and implementing evaluations. 
In the sense that the initiatives come from lower administrative levels, such a 
model can be referred to as bottom up. A special evaluation unit, if there is 
one, can have a supportive role in the design and implementation of 
evaluations initiated at lower levels. The centralized model has the overall 
purpose and intended function of providing accountability and legitimacy, 
whereas the purpose of the decentralized model is first of all improvement 
and development.15

Sida’s current evaluation system is an internal evaluation system which 
combines the two models. Evaluations commissioned by UTV are organized 
mainly in line with the centralized model, whereas evaluations initiated by 
departments and embassies have most in common with the decentralized 
model. The central evaluation unit, UTV, has different roles depending on 
whether the unit itself is responsible for the evaluation. UTV’s position and 
role in Sida’s organization can, from a principal-agent perspective, be 
described as an agent acting on behalf of the board, but an agent with a 
certain amount of independence. The unit has a general commission to plan, 
initiate and undertake accountability and learning evaluations on a general and 

14 Widmer & Neuenschwander, 2004 
15 ibid. 
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thematic level. However, the evaluation plan needs approval by the board, and 
UTV is responsible to the board directly. UTV operates according to the 
principles approved by OECD/DAC.16 The evaluation unit also has a 
counselling role at Sida. UTV assists the departments and embassies in their 
evaluation activities. Sida’s Evaluation Manual is a result of its counselling 
commission. The manual, which is not intended to be binding, provides 
guidelines for undertaking Sida evaluations.17

Sida’s launching of the MRE system in 1999 was a logical step in strength-
ening Sida’s current evaluation system and a device to deal with the weakest 
link in the evaluation system, i.e. the insufficient use of evaluations.18 Sida is 
not the only agency using a management response system.19One principle for 
evaluating development assistance concerns the dissemination (of findings) 
and feedback, and the most important feature of this principle is “integrating 
findings and recommendations into agency policies and programmes”.20 The 
MRE system is one way of practising this principle. The most common ways 
used by other countries for linking evaluation findings to future activities are, 
besides management responses, workshops and seminars for general staff.21

In line with Sida’s evaluation system the management response system 
comprises two subsystems, one centralized and more complex for UTV 
evaluations, and the other decentralized, not so elaborate, for evaluations 
initiated and owned by departments or embassies. The evaluation examines 
the whole MRE system, but there is sometimes a need to distinguish between 
the subsystems.

The purpose of the MRE system is more specifically to promote learning 
and to improve the administrative procedures for dealing with evaluation 
findings and recommendations which in turn is intended to increase Sida’s 
effectiveness.

1.2 Evaluation use 

Evaluation research has drawn attention to the fact that evaluations are used 
in different ways, and that achieving an intended use requires certain con-
ditions. On a general level this implies that the design of the MRE system could 
be more or less appropriate for enhancing a certain type of evaluation use. In 
this evaluation a distinction is made between eight types of use (Table 1). 

16 OECD/DAC1992; 1998 
17 See Bandstein (2005) for Sida personnel’s attitudes and experiences of the current 
evaluation system, including the UTV support.
18 GD 158/98; Sida, 2004b; see Annex 4 
19 cf. Danida, 2005; DFID, 2005; Schaumburg-Müller, 2005 
20 DAC, 1998:29 
21 ibid. 
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One common use of evaluation is instrumental. To most people this is 
what one should expect from investment in an evaluation. This type of use 
implies that evaluation findings are considered and used directly in decision 
making. Hence, instrumental use has a problem-solving function. By contrast, 
a conceptual use of evaluation implies that evaluations are used for learning. 
The latter implies that evaluations contribute to opening new perspectives and 
ways to understand current practice. When the main problem is assumed to 
be a lack of resources, for example, and the evaluation indicates that structural 
problems or a lack of shared responsibility are more fundamental, a concept-
tual or learning use of evaluation could take place. A third type of use which 
occurs in this evaluation is when evaluation is used for legitimatizing ongoing 
programmes or routines. The legitimatizing use implies that (part of) the 
evaluation is used to justify established positions or endeavours. Ritual or 
symbolic use implies using evaluations because one is expected to do 
evaluations in modern organizations. However, there is no real interest in the 
evaluation results. Interactive use refers to use of many sources of inform-
ation along with evaluation findings. Tactical use is associated with gaining 
time or avoiding responsibility and is one way of using the evaluation 
process.22 Misuse implies using the evaluation for unintended purposes. Using 
evaluations as political ammunition, i.e. a form of selective use, can hardly be 
avoided once an evaluation is presented openly. As indicated further on, all 
uses listed in Table 1 have been identified in the assessment of evaluations 
commissioned by Sida. 

There is also a need to distinguish between process use and use after an 
evaluation has been finished. Process use implies that the evaluation process is 
used for deliberation, learning, and for improving the programme or policy 
under scrutiny. Process use is assumed to be of great value and can be 
facilitated by participatory evaluation approaches, for example.23 However, 
Sida’s MRE system is primarily designed for using evaluations as end 
products.

22 Cf Vedung, 1998 
23 Besides different evaluation approaches, specific conditions and factors tend to enhance 
different types of evaluation use. The relevance and credibility of an evaluation are two of 
the most common factors. Other factors are user involvement, quality of evaluation and 
contextual factors, for example. Annex 3 summarizes the literature on evaluation use. 
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Table 1: Use of evaluation and management response  

Type of use Refers to 
Instrumental   When results are used directly as input to 

decision making 
Conceptual Adopting new perspectives and deeper under-

standing of current practice 
Legitimatizing  Justification of positions, programmes or 

endeavours
Ritual/symbolic An association with rationality, but with no 

further interest in the results 
Interactive  Use in conjunction with other sources of in-

formation (research, other endeavours)  
Tactical  Gaining time or avoid responsibility 

Process  Use of evaluation process for deliberation 
about a common practice  

Misuse  Other uses than intended, including selective 
use

As this evaluation will illustrate, the same evaluation is often used differently 
by different stakeholders, which is not unexpected. An evaluation commissioned 
for accountability could be used for taking decisions about termination of assis-
tance by Sida Stockholm, for example, whereas the same evaluation, or part of it, 
could be used by Sida’s field organization or collaborating partners to indicate 
programme success. Accordingly, there is a need to distinguish between the 
ways different stakeholders use evaluation and management response. In 
general, the use of an evaluation is linked to one’s position in the organization 
and one’s own endeavours. Subsequently, in a study of the performance of 
Sida’s MRE system there is a need to account for the following stakeholders’ 
use of evaluations and management responses: Sida managers in Stockholm; 
Sida managers in the field; Sida programme officers; staff responsible for Sida 
evaluation; collaborating partners; and other stakeholders.

On a more general level, the use of evaluation and MREs is also 
interpreted in relation to different organizational perspectives. Thus, this 
evaluation not only describes how evaluations and MREs are used, but also 
tries to understand why they are used the way they are.

1.3 Purpose of evaluation of the management response system 

This evaluation has three interrelated purposes. The first purpose is to 
describe and analyse the MRE system’s characteristics and assumptions in 
terms of its intervention logic. The second purpose is to evaluate how the 
system works in practice, and its effects and implications. The third purpose is 
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to assess whether the system is relevant and appropriate for the problems and 
challenges it is intended to deal with. More specifically the evaluation seeks 
answers to four key questions:

- What are the assumptions of the management response system? 
- How does the system work and what characterizes the processes? 
- What are the effects and consequences of the system? 
- Is the system appropriate and relevant according to its intentions? 

1.4 Methodology 

Below the multi-methodology approach adopted in this evaluation is briefly 
summarized. Annex 2 describes the methodology in more detail. First of all 
this evaluation is theory-driven and designed as a programme theory 
evaluation with elements of stakeholder evaluation. The analytical framework 
and data sources are intended to generate a sufficient account for assessing 
the MRE system in theory and practice, and also for exploring options for 
deciding about the future for the MRE system. 

The programme theory evaluation is summarized in figure 1. The 
evaluation model is used to organize and structure the evaluation and to assist 
and focus the analysis. The analysis of the MRE system, based on theories of 
evaluation use, is indicated on the left of the figure. These theories are helpful 
in identifying various forms of evaluation use and pre-conditions for different 
types of use, and also for an assessment of the dominant uses of the current 
MRE system. These theories also provide a theoretical basis for final 
discussion of alternatives to the existing MRE system. The figure illustrates 
the three types or steps of programme theory evaluation undertaken in this 
evaluation.

The first step in the analysis is a reconstruction of the intervention logic, 
i.e. how the MRE system is intended to work. Intervention logic is a concept 
used to refer to the assumptions behind an intervention. The intervention 
logic under scrutiny here consists of assumptions that can be reconstructed 
for Sida’s MRE system, i.e. how the architects assume that evaluations should 
be dealt with to promote learning and consolidation, and to arrive at a more 
effective Sida organization. 
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Figure 1. Programme theory evaluation of Sida´s management response system.

The second step in the analysis includes two assessments. The internal 
consistency of the MRE intervention logic is probed through a logical analysis 
of whether the assumptions are logical and coherent. The intervention logic, 
as a whole, is then assessed against theories of evaluation use. Theories of 
evaluation utilization are also used as a conceptual framework when exploring 
prevailing forms of use among different stakeholders.  

The third step comprises an analysis of how the system works in practice 
and includes an assessment of the assumptions of the intervention logic after 
the MRE system has been implemented. This analysis is also made in order to 
evaluate the implementation of the MRE system, the goal achievements, the 
system’s effects, as well as the relevance of the system. A fourth step, not 
indicated in the figure, is to explore alternatives to achieve the aims of the 
current MRE system.

Interviews, focus group interviews and the collection of relevant 
documents are used as data collection methods. Semi-structured focus group 
interviews are used as a method for collecting qualitative data on attitudes and 
experiences of the MRE system at work.  

The experiences of actors participating in the evaluation and MRE 
processes are analyzed with case study methodology, i.e. interviews and 
documents are used together with analytical categories as data analysis 
methods. Text or document analysis of evaluation reports and corresponding 
MRE documents is also used. The applied measures are exclusively developed 
for an assessment of the quality of evaluation reports with reference to 
management response. 
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2. THE MANAGEMENT RESPONSE SYSTEM AND ITS 
INTERVENTION LOGIC 

In this chapter we describe the administrative procedures of the management 
response system according to the original directives, together with our 
interpretation of its intervention logic.24 Actual practice in some instances 
differs from the directives. This is commented upon in the text.25

After an evaluation is completed a management response should be 
produced. This is Sida’s reaction and answer to the evaluation and its 
conclusions and recommendations. The rules for it are found in two decisions 
by the Director General26, one of which is Sida’s Evaluation Policy. Some 
guidelines for the management response can also be found in Sida’s manual 
for the evaluation process.27

According to the first decision the management response will begin with 
an overall judgement of the evaluation and its quality (which is not mentioned 
in Sida’s Evaluation Policy). The recommendations given in the evaluation 
report should be commented on and Sida’s position on each of them should 
be stated. The recommendations should be accepted or rejected. If they are 
rejected, reasons for the rejection must be given. If they are accepted there has 
to be an action plan, including a timescale for the action, and for each of the 
actions the name of the person who is responsible. 

The system operates in two different ways depending on the type of 
evaluation at hand. For centralized evaluations, i.e. evaluations initiated by 
UTV, there are certain administrative procedures, and for decentralized 
evaluations, i.e. evaluations initiated by other Sida departments, units or 
embassies, the procedures are similar but not as elaborate.  

Regardless of who has initiated the evaluation and regardless of what 
administrative procedures have been used, the purpose of the management 
response system is the same, and the outcome – the formal document – 
should contain the same type of information. 

24 Annex 4 provides a background and a more detailed description. 
25 The description is based on studies of relevant documents and interviews with Bo 
Göransson (former Director General of Sida), Bengt Ekman (former Chief Controller of 
Sida), Ann-Marie Fallenius (former Head of UTV) and Eva Lithman (present Head of 
UTV).
26 Gd 158/98; Gd 146/99 
27 Looking Back – Moving Forward, Sida, 2004b 
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2.1 The management response system for centralized evaluations 
The steps in the administrative procedures for centralized evaluations (evalu-
ations initiated by UTV) are outlined in figure 2. In this case the Chief 
Controller28 has a central role in organizing the procedure. He decides which 
department(s) should be responsible for writing the MRE. He can also revise 
the suggestion for MRE if he finds it necessary, e.g. if he finds that it is not 
according to Sida’s general policy. According to the first decision29 final drafts 
for all MRE regarding UTV evaluations have to be presented to Sida’s 
management group. In “Sida’s Evaluation Policy” it is stated that the 
responses from the different departments affected should be compiled and 
coordinated by the Chief Controller. The evaluation policy further states that 
UTV should be invited to comment on the draft before it is presented to 
Sida’s management group.

To reduce the number of matters to deal with in the meetings the 
management group decided in 2004 that only UTV evaluations and related 
MRE that are considered of high general interest should be presented and 
discussed. Evaluations that are interesting to a limited number of departments 
or units could be taken up in special working forums. 

Although Sida’s board decides the evaluation plan (based on proposal(s) 
from UTV), it is the Director General that decides about the MREs compiled 
for evaluations. This is not congruent with the procedures for internal audits 
where the board decides both about the audit plan and the MREs compiled 
for audits. By contrast, Sida’s Board only has to be informed about the 
evaluations and corresponding MREs. The Chief Controller will make sure 
twice a year that the action plan has been carried out.  

28 At present the position as Chief Controller is vacant as a change in the organization is 
being considered.  Meanwhile the duties regarding the management response procedures 
are being handled by the former Chief Controller. 
29 Gd 158/98 
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Figure 2. Administrative procedures to follow a centralized evaluation.
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2.1.1 The intervention logic 

Our reconstruction of the intervention logic indicates that the purpose of the 
system is to support learning and to give structure to the working procedures 
in Sida, to make them consistent and to consolidate them30.

The means to achieve these sub-goals (learning and structuring) and the 
overall goal (effectiveness) are thus the different procedures in the system. In 
figure 3 we present our interpretation of the intervention logic of the system 
as it is supposed to work for centralized evaluations. The different procedures 
prescribed for the MREs should lead to learning and the structuring of 
working procedures. These two should in their turn increase Sida’s 
effectiveness. Briefly stated, the intellectual work in the deliberation processes 
implies learning, and the outcomes in the form of MRE documents and 
documented actions will have a structuring effect. 

Figure 3. The intervention logic of the Management Response System applied to 
centralized evaluations. 

Key: DG is the Director General. CC is the Chief Controller. PO is the Programme Officer. 

30 In Swedish a part of the purpose is “ge stadga åt verksamheten”. It has here been trans-
lated as “to give structure to the working procedures at Sida, to make them consistent and 
to consolidate them”. Depending on the context we will use the most suitable of these 
three expressions when referring to this part of the purpose. 
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2.2 The management response system for decentralized evaluations  
The procedures for decentralized evaluations (evaluations initiated by depart-
ments, units or embassies) are similar, but with different actors involved. The 
MRE procedures for this type of evaluation are described in figure 4. Here we 
see that the Head of Department, Head of Unit or Embassy counsellor 
organizes the MRE procedure and takes the formal decision. 

The responsible controller has to check that the action plan has been 
implemented and to document the action that has been taken. 

Figure 4. Administrative procedures to follow a decentralized evaluation. 

Key: PO is the Programme Officer. 

2.2.1 The intervention logic 

In the MRE processes for evaluations initiated by departments, units or 
embassies, far fewer people are involved than in those for centralized 
evaluations (UTV evaluations) and the intervention logic is less elaborated. 
Learning is limited to persons within the concerned unit and there are no 
formal rules for the dissemination of the MRE. Our reconstruction of the 
intervention logic for decentralised evaluations is presented in figure 5. 
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Figure 5. The intervention logic of the Management Response System applied to 
decentralized evaluations. 

Key: HoD is the Head of Department, Head of Unit or Embassy Counsellor. PO is the 
Programme Officer. DC is Department Controller or corresponding 

The same mechanisms to support learning and to give structure to the 
working procedures in Sida are present in both types of MRE. Learning may 
also occur in partner organizations and partner governments when measures 
are taken according to the action plan. Partner organizations are not 
mentioned in the instructions for the system and consequently this learning is 
not included in the intervention logic in figures 4 and 5. Thus, we interpret the 
MRE as mainly being a part of Sida’s control system.  
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3. THE MANAGEMENT RESPONSE SYSTEM AT WORK 

This chapter consists of an analysis of how the management response system 
works in practice. The examination and analysis are elaborated in four 
complementary ways. First, implementation of the MRE system at Sida is 
described and discussed followed by an assessment of the quality of 11 
evaluation reports and corresponding MRE documents, and 10 additional 
MRE documents. These two analyses are intended to provide a general, 
overall picture of the performance of the system. Next, a synthesis of our 
examination of six evaluation and MRE processes is made in order to deepen 
understanding of how the system works in practice. The focus here is on how 
the processes evolve and the use and benefit of evaluations and MREs. 
Finally, five focus group interviews are analysed with attention paid to 
prevailing attitudes and experiences of the MRE system by Sida staff. The case 
studies and focus group interviews are intended to provide a realistic and valid 
representation of how the system works.31

3.1 Implementation of the management response system 

During the five year-period 1999-2003 a total of 199 Sida Evaluation reports 
were produced, i.e. on average 40 reports per year.32 During the same period 
6633 MRE documents were compiled in addition to these reports. The overall 
picture is that implementation of the MRE system was slow and partial. 
Although it is a compulsory system, on average no more than one third of all 
Sida evaluations were supplemented with MREs during this period. However, 
more MRE documents were produced in 2002 and 2003 compared with the 
first three years, although around 50 percent of the evaluation reports lack an 
MRE. As indicated below the departments and units differ considerably in the 
number of MREs produced. 

Three departments/units, the Director General’s office34 (80-90%), the 
Department for Europe (51%) and the Swedish embassy in Zimbabwe (75%), 
compiled MRE documents most extensively during this period.35

31 The analysis made in this chapter is based on Annexes 5-7.  
32 For the same period 26 “Sida Studies in Evaluation” reports were produced according to 
Sida’s own website and for 6 of these, management responses have been compiled. These 
reports and management responses are not examined in this evaluation. 
33 In addition, no evaluation reports can be found for 12 MRE documents during the same 
period.
34 The Director General’s office has developed MREs for UTV evaluations. 
35 MREs are also produced more often for evaluations where NGOs are used for the 
distribution of support compared with the bilateral or the multi-lateral channel, according 
to the available statistics. 
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What can explain the slow and partial implementation of the system? One 
interpretation is that the status of, and support for, the MRE system at the 
management level is not so high. Other administrative rules and regulations 
are given higher priority. Our interviews also indicate that the documents 
regulating the system are not perceived as entirely clear. Some controllers, for 
examples, do not know if MREs are compulsory. Compliance to implement 
new administrative routines can also be explained by personal factors such as 
experience, commitment, prioritisation, and rotation of personnel. A fourth 
explanation could be lack of time, and a fifth that in some cases it seems not 
reasonable to produce an MRE, if the evaluation contains no major findings, 
for example.

There is a need to make two methodological notes before leaving this part 
of the analysis. One experience of our data collection is that the term 
management response is not known by everyone. Sida personnel often refer 
to these documents as action plans. An assistant helped us gather all existing 
MRE documents. All departments and units which produced evaluation 
reports for the period 1999-2003 were asked to submit the corresponding 
management response documents or action plans. The assistant tried hard to 
gather MREs and action plans and communicated personally with the 
departments to explain what document we were searching for. Perhaps a few 
more MREs exists, but if that is the case, they are definitely not living 
documents. A second experience of the data collection is that the admin-
istrative procedures for filing MRE documents are not clear. Nobody feels 
responsible for this. This situation also indicates the perceived importance of 
the MRE system at Sida. All evaluation reports are collected at UTV, but this 
is not the case with MRE documents. Sida has a publication data base where 
most Sida evaluations36 can be found. However, very few MRE documents, 
that is, only 15 percent of all MRE documents produced 1999-2003, are 
present in the data base.37 Thus, MRE documents are not treated as important 
documents.

3.2 Evaluation reports and management response documents 

A prerequisite for the MRE system to play a role in achieving better practice is 
that the basis for MRE maintains an acceptable quality. An implicit 
assumption behind the MRE system is not only that Sida is a rational and 
learning organization, but also that evaluations are trustworthy and valid. The 
following analysis of the quality of evaluations explores this assumption. What 
then is good or acceptable quality? First, general evaluation quality standards 

36 The two series Sida Evaluations and Sida Studies in Evaluation. 
37 Management response, which is a search word, gives 10 hits, in combination with Sida 
Evaluation 1999-2003. 
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are applicable to a certain extent in this case. However, the standards and 
criteria used in this evaluation have been developed for an assessment of the 
quality of evaluations in the context of management response. Consequently, 
whether an evaluation provides sound and trustworthy data, leading to valid 
and reliable conclusions, should be measured. In addition, the clarity and 
comprehensiveness of conclusions and recommendations are critical for 
developing management responses. Accordingly these qualities are brought to 
the front in our assessment of the quality of evaluation reports.38 In the 
assessment of quality we have used two measures: one based on two key 
accuracy indicators “systematic and relevant analysis” and “explication of 
results”, and one based on 19 indicators, i.e. these two and 17 additional 
indicators referring to clarity and comprehensiveness concerning method-
ology, evaluation analysis and conclusions and recommendations.  

Compared with other prevailing quality standards of evaluations, the 
criteria developed for this evaluation do not measure all phases of an 
evaluation. The programme evaluation standards, 39 developed by the Joint 
Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, cover more aspects of 
an evaluation. Some of these characteristics of an evaluation cannot be 
measured entirely on documents, and do not seem all that relevant to the 
purpose of this evaluation. In this evaluation the centre of attention is on 
evaluation validity and reliability in relation to management response.  

The evaluation also examines MRE documents according to 14 quality 
criteria, specially developed for the purpose of this evaluation. In other words, 
this evaluation considers the quality of both evaluation reports and MRE 
documents. The applied MRE criteria indicate whether the MRE document 
consists of a correct overall assessment of the evaluation, a clear response to 
the findings and recommendations, and a proper action plan.

38 Two scores are reported, one based on two key accuracy criteria, and one based on 19 
criteria also measuring utility and feasibility (Annex 9). Good quality is defined as 2.5 or 
more on a four grade scale.
39The programme evaluation standard consists of four standards. The utility standards are 
intended to ensure that an evaluation will serve the information needs of intended users. 
The feasibility standards are intended to ensure that an evaluation will be realistic, prudent, 
diplomatic, and frugal. The propriety standards are intended to ensure that an evaluation 
will be conducted legally, ethically, and with due regard for the welfare of those involved in 
the evaluation, as well as those affected by its results. The accuracy standards are intended 
to ensure that an evaluation will reveal and convey technically adequate information about 
the features that determine the worth or merit of the programme being evaluated. 
(http://www.eval.org/EvaluationDocuments/progeval.html). 
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3.2.1 The quality of evaluation reports  
Based on 19 indicators, seven of the eleven evaluation reports (64%) under 
scrutiny maintain acceptable or partly acceptable quality (scores 2.5 or higher 
on a 4-grade scale). Acceptable quality implies comprehensiveness and clarity 
regarding methodology, evaluation analysis, conclusions and recommend-
ations. Measured this way, seven reports maintain acceptable quality, five 
reports low quality, and one report unacceptable quality. If the assessment is 
based on the two accuracy indicators, one more report moves from acceptable 
to unacceptable quality. Table 2 presents a simplification and summary of the 
quality assessment made in Annex 6. 

Table 2. Average quality of 11 Sida Evaluation Reports (ERs) and corresponding 
Management Responses (MREs) produced 2000-2003 

Department  Evaluation 
size (SEK m) 

Quality of ER 
based on 19 
indicators

Quality of ER based 
on 2 accuracy 
indicators

Quality of MRE 
based on 14 
indicators

Sida-East
(00/7)

0.3 2.2 2.0 1.1 

Sida-ERO 
(01/11)

0.4 2.1 2.0 1.9 

NATUR
(01/34)

- 2.5 1.5 2.1 

SAREC
(02/15)

0.1 2.5 3.0 1.9 

UTV
(02/33)

3.2 3.4 3.5 3.5 

DESO
(02/40)

0.22 3.1 3.0 2.2 

Emb/ZIM
(03/03)

0.05 1.9 1.5 1.9 

RELA
(03/07)

1.36 3.2 2.5 2.3 

UTV
(03/18)

? 3.4 4.0 3.0 

Emb/Ind
(03/24)

0.06 2.8 3.0 2.2 

SEKA
(03/28)

0.36 2.1 2.0 2.2 

Total  2.7 2.5 1.9 
Key: Evaluation Reports (ERs) and Management Responses (MREs) are assessed on a 4 
grade scale: 1=not acceptable or absent; 2 = partly acceptable but can be criticised for 
incompleteness or vagueness; 3 = acceptable in terms of comprehensiveness and clarity, 
only minor criticisms raised; 4 = excellent in terms of comprehensiveness and clarity 
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When we look into these reports, the weakest part turns out to be the 
evaluation analysis and methodology, whereas the clarity and compre-
hensiveness of the conclusions and recommendations are in most cases 
sufficiently developed. However, this is problematic, because it indicates that 
conclusions and recommendations could be based on uncertain grounds. 
More than half of the reports (55%) comprising clear and inclusive conclus-
ions and recommendations are based on a weak evaluation analysis. 

Our appraisal indicates that the quality is somewhat better compared with 
earlier studies of Sida evaluation reports. In our evaluation 10 or 20 percent of 
the reports, depending on which of the two criteria is applied, were assessed 
as not acceptable,40 whereas 23 percent were classified as inadequate in a study 
of 219 reports produced between 1975 and 1995.41 The number of evaluation 
reports in our assessment is limited; it is based on 7 percent of all evaluation 
reports produced 2000-2003. One explanation for the higher quality could be 
that UTV evaluations are over-represented in our material and these evalu-
ations are generally more advanced. However, the main purpose of assessing 
the quality of reports in this evaluation is to examine the relation between the 
quality of evaluation reports and the quality of corresponding MRE 
documents.

3.2.2 The quality of MRE documents 
In contrast to the evaluation reports, no more than two of eleven MRE 
documents (18%) maintain acceptable quality (scores > 2.5 on a 4-grade scale) 
when assessed against 14 criteria.42 Acceptable quality is in this case measured 
in terms of: comprehensiveness and clarity regarding overall assessment of the 
evaluation; an unambiguous response to conclusions and recommendations; 
and a proper action plan.

Most MRE documents are short and provide limited information. The 
picture is the same when 10 additional MRE documents, all produced in 2003, 
are assessed along the same lines.43 However, the three MRE documents 
worked out as a complement to UTV evaluations were more elaborated and 
accordingly more in line with the intentions of the MRE system. 

40 Three reports are just above the line for acceptable quality (score 2). 
41 Forss & Carlsson, 1997:497. In a study of 40 evaluations of European Commission aid to 
developing countries carried out by Healey and Rand and reported by Schaumburg-Müller 
(2005), the quality was found to be better, but the study “reports weaknesses in the way 
feedback of lessons learned for operational purposes was institutionalised” (ibid:121). 
42 See Annex 9. 
43 See Annex 6. All in all we have examined 21 MRE documents or one third of all those 
produced 2000-2003. The 10 additional MREs were all produced in 2003 and altogether we 
have examined 15 of 19 (79%) of the MRE documents produced in 2003. 
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When the MRE documents are looked into more closely, an interesting 
feature becomes apparent. All MREs except three consist of a clear and 
inclusive action plan. At the same time, however, the assessment of the 
evaluation and Sida’s response to the findings and recommendations are short 
and incompletely reported in most MRE documents.  

The MRE documents generally maintain lower quality than the evaluation 
reports, indicating that the documents have limited value for knowledge 
transfer, i.e. for brief information to uninformed Sida personnel entering a 
project or programme  process, for example. 

Taken together, the eleven evaluation reports maintain higher quality than 
the MRE documents. Despite major deficits in MRE documents, in regard of 
overall assessment of evaluations, as well as Sida’s responses to findings and 
recommendations, all action plans but two are clear and specific.

Another observation is that there is no clear-cut correlation between 
evaluation size and the quality of evaluation reports.44 If size and quality had 
been correlated, one could assume that major evaluations are more trust-
worthy and valid for developing MREs. However, this was not always the 
case.

The conclusion from our assessment so far is that most MRE documents 
are very limited in content and explication of Sida’s responses, which is 
confirmed by the assistant who collected the MRE documents, as well as by 
the evaluation officer at UTV who looked through all 65 MREs when 
preparing the terms of reference for this evaluation. Only three MREs 
comprise an overall assessment of the evaluation, and no more than two 
MREs comprise an acceptable response with Sida’s reasons for approving the 
recommendations. The MRE documents compiled for UTV evaluations and 
from some of the sector departments at Sida (SAREC and INEC) provide 
more information. However, even though the MREs score high in our 
assessment, as two of the MREs produced for UTV evaluations do, the 
representation of the evaluation might still not be considered acceptable by 
stakeholders in the evaluation process. One person, with major insights in one 
of the evaluations, considered the MRE a disaster because of misrepresent-
tation of the evaluation. Thus, a standardized quality assessment may not be 
considered valid by all stakeholders. This implies that there is not a simple way 
to deal with evaluation findings in a multi-actor process, such as that operated 
by Sida. Obviously, stakeholders show different interest in the same 
evaluation and also view the validity, relevance and quality from different 
perspectives. This situation comes into view when six evaluation processes are 
scrutinized in greater depth. 

44 See Annex 6 
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A critical reader might question these results and argue that they were a 
product of the applied method. Even though the MRE document does not 
comprise an assessment of the evaluation or Sida’s argumentation and 
response to the evaluation, nevertheless an undocumented assessment could 
have taken place. When six evaluation- and MRE processes are examined 
more closely in the next section, a modified picture emerges. In all six 
evaluation processes, some kind of MRE process and considerations, at least 
in the head of the person responsible for writing the MRE, emerge. In the 
two UTV evaluations more departments and people have been involved in 
developing MRE documents compared with the departments’ own 
evaluations. However, the limited information found in the MRE documents 
can still be problematic. The MRE document should consist of a 
documentation of Sida’s considerations, arguments, standpoints and agreed 
actions to be used as a reminder by Sida staff in general and by Sida staff not 
familiar with the evaluation in particular. At Sida there is continuing rotation 
of staff which complicates work and there is a demand for feasible 
information and knowledge transfer. To improve this situation, however, 
most MRE documents are not helpful. Personal contacts would in most cases 
lead to more insights regarding evaluation findings and recommendations, and 
how Sida came to judge what action to take or not to take. 

3.3 Case study of six evaluation and management response processes 

This section deals with the results from case studies of six evaluation and 
MRE processes (Table 3). Each case is examined more closely in Annex 7.

Table 3. Six evaluation and management response processes. 

Evaluation Type of 
evaluation

MRE
documents 

RELA evaluation of Diakonia  
(03/07)

Mid-term  2 

NATUR evaluation of two forestry 
programmes in Vietnam (01/34) 

End of 
programme

2

UTV evaluation of ownership policy 
(02/33)

Policy  1 

UTV evaluation of Private Sector 
Development (03/18) 

Policy  1 

Embassy evaluation of Reproductive and 
Child Health (RCH)in India (03/24) 

End of project 1 

SEKA evaluation of distribution of 
Secondary Clothes in Angola (03/28) 

End of phase 1 

Key: In brackets is the number of the report in Sida Evaluation.
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Here attention is paid to the perceived need for evaluations, the main 
experiences made by participating actors in the evaluation and MRE 
processes, and how evaluations and MREs are used. Finally, the impact of 
evaluations and the added value of MREs are explored. What then are the 
experiences of the MRE system from the point of view of the involved Sida 
staff and partners? 

3.3.1 Need for evaluation 
The perceived need for an evaluation has implications for participation and 
involvement in the evaluation process, and also for the use of evaluation, 
which is the reason why attention is paid to the question of need. 

Our examination of six evaluation processes indicates that the need for 
Sida evaluations differs considerably among stakeholders. Not surprisingly, 
the need is perceived quite differently at different levels and by Sida’s partners. 
Generally, evaluations initiated by UTV meet a need at the central manage-
ment level, whereas the same evaluation is not always considered of major 
interest in other parts of the organization. It is not that thematic evaluations 
are considered to be of no relevance, but Sida staff operating at other levels, 
and in particular in the field organization, have found that UTV evaluations 
do not have the right timing for the field organizations when they deal with 
pressing problems and challenges. It does not, however, imply that such 
evaluations do not have value.45 There is not enough time for reading and 
discussing advanced evaluations at lower levels, a result which is clear from 
our focus group interviews as well.

The perceived need for evaluations commissioned by departments/units 
(RELA, NATUR, DESO and the Swedish embassy in India) is strongly linked 
to the real purpose of the evaluation. RELA’s evaluation was undertaken to 
legitimatize continuing support for and through Diakonia, whereas Diakonia 
felt a need to design and use the evaluation for learning and improvement. 
NATUR’s accountability evaluation was decided long before it started, and 
the Head of Department indicated a perceived need to assess the result of ten 
years’ development collaboration through two interrelated programmes. In 
the end, Sida’s field organization and the Vietnamese side did not feel a need 
for this type of evaluation. DESO’s evaluation was initiated by the Swedish 
NGO (Practical Solidarity) due to its experience of capacity problems with the 
implementing partner in Angola.  In this case the need for the evaluation was 
the same for DESO and Practical Solidarity. The embassy evaluation is an 
example of a general need for evaluation in a project process. 

45 One of the two UTV evaluations examined (the ownership evaluation) is not considered 
important by lower levels, whereas the PSD evaluation seemed more interesting at affected 
departments. 
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Furthermore, the perceived need for an evaluation is associated with the 
purpose of the evaluation. A mid-term evaluation, with the aim of learning 
and improvement serves first and foremost the needs of programme 
participants, whereas an accountability evaluation initiated at the end of a 
programme serves decision-makers needs. The perceived need for an 
evaluation highly depends on one’s role and stakes in the programme or 
object of evaluation. Evaluations can also serve the needs of the general 
public, but this need is not articulated in any of the six evaluations. It is, 
however, implicit in all Sida evaluations. 
To return to the central level, the need for an UTV evaluation could be 
significant when terms of reference are developed, but due to an extended and 
prolonged process, the need has often declined somewhat when the 
evaluation has been completed. This implies that a pre-study, background 
papers and considerations expressed in terms of reference might contribute 
just as much to decision making as the final evaluation. Sida managers do not 
always wait for an evaluation to come to an end before important decisions 
are made - developing a new policy, for example. If we interpret this situation 
from the perspective of process use and take into consideration the entire 
evaluation process, which starts before an evaluation is commissioned, one 
could argue that the evaluation is being used in support of decision making. 
However, as the six case studies indicate, process use is not promoted by the 
MRE system. On the contrary, the system conceives evaluations as products, 
and is designed to deal with evaluations as end products. We shall soon return 
to this matter when the use of evaluations and MRE is discussed.  

Although the MRE system is first of all intended for Sida, and also being 
primarily examined within Sida in this evaluation, some of the collaborating 
partners have been interviewed. Beside Sida staff, the evaluators, and Swedish 
NGOs collaborating with Sida in the current evaluations have been asked 
about their experiences of how collaborating partners perceived the need for, 
and value of, the evaluations. Generally, partner countries and the civil society 
actors involved in Sida programmes are confronted with a number of 
evaluations. They are evaluated by Sida and other donors and consider the 
need for a specific Sida evaluation in that perspective. External evaluations are 
something that comes along with development assistance. At the same time, 
there is a recognized experience of an overload of evaluations in development 
assistance. Generally, from the collaborating partners’ perspective, projects 
and programmes have a short time frame, but need to be understood in 
context. A general experience among Sida staff, concerning partners’ view of 
external evaluations, is that they feel a lack of adjustment of evaluations to the 
local context. The development towards joint evaluations and coordination of 
evaluations seem more appropriate to serve the needs of collaborating 



33

partners. Thus, the need for the same evaluation is perceived differently 
within Sida as well as by the collaborating partners. 

3.3.2 Experiences from the processes 
The six evaluation and management processes scrutinized in this evaluation 
differ in several ways. The two UTV evaluations were experienced as top 
down processes by the collaborating countries and Sida’s field organization. 
Despite the measures that had been taken to prepare and involve Sida’s field 
organization, the ownership evaluation was perceived as a top-down initiative 
and had to live with a legitimacy deficit. UTV evaluations were not conceived 
as serving the needs of collaborating countries or Sida’s field organization.  

Two of the evaluations, the Diakonia and the RCH-India evaluation, are 
examples of participatory or process-oriented evaluations. Although the 
learning from the evaluations appears not overwhelming, still the evaluations 
are examples of cases where Sida’s implementing partners take part in the 
evaluation process and learn from the evaluation underway. 

By contrast, the evaluation of a forestry programme in Vietnam is an 
example of an evaluation process which brought conflicting interests to the 
surface. This evaluation illustrates how an evaluation process can go wrong in 
that it strengthens existing tensions between the responsible department in 
Stockholm, the field organization, the evaluators and the collaborating 
partners. It also illustrates the need for more than one management response. 
The Vietnamese reacted strongly to the lack of participatory processes which 
they had expected to be involved in, according to the terms of reference and 
to the assessment of the programme presented in the draft report. The 
Vietnamese government even tried to stop the publication of the report; and 
it took two years to get Vietnamese acceptance to publish the report. Sida 
finally convinced them that it had to be published and the inclusion of two 
management responses, Sida’s and the Vietnamese, made it easier to accept 
the publication. However, the evaluation could not be used as a learning 
instrument for future collaboration in Vietnam.

Shared ownership of evaluation does not prevail in any of the six evalu-
ation, at least formally. In some cases, however, Sida’s implementing partners 
had considerable influence over the evaluation. Practical Solidarity initiated 
the evaluation and Diakonia was able to influence terms of reference, the 
Vietnamese side was offered a chance to work out their own management 
response, and in the RCH evaluation in India the stakeholders also had a great 
amount of influence on the evaluation, for examples. These cases indicate that 
in practice Sida evaluations can be designed and implemented with an amount 
of shared responsibility, but the general public and those not directly involved 
in the evaluation, get the impression that Sida evaluations are Sida’s own 
products. Obviously, Sida evaluations are not designed in the same way as 
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development cooperation in general. Moreover, the current MRE system 
reinforces Sida’s ownership of the evaluation tool which does not correspond 
well with the principle of shared responsibility for evaluations. 

3.3.3 Use of evaluation and MRE 
The six evaluation processes provide plenty of examples of evaluation use. 
Generally, the same evaluation is used in different ways by various stake-
holders and some evaluations are used more, whereas others do not leave any 
deep traces at all. We have tried to single out the dominant use of the six 
evaluations. This appraisal indicates that the uses are highly associated with 
one’s position in the organization, the perceived need for the evaluation, and 
the result and timing of the evaluation.  

The most common type of use of Sida evaluations at the Director 
General’s level, according to the chief controller, is interactive use. There are 
many sources of information and experience, together with evaluations and 
MRE documents that need to be taken into account in decision making at the 
central level. Generally, evaluations are used in combination with other 
sources and considerations. This level is faced with an overload of evaluations, 
and gives priority to evaluations that could be used at the management level 
or devotes time to evaluations which are expected to create turbulence and 
debate. Most evaluations comprise too many conclusions and recom-
mendations, according to the chief controller, and a MRE process must lead 
to a reduction of Sida measures in the action plan. Ideally, Sida gives respon-
ses to all recommendations, but decides to take limited action clearly specified 
in the action plan. 

MRE documents are first and foremost used instrumentally for internal 
documentation and follow up, and particularly when Sida reports about 
evaluations to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

The dominant use of evaluations by Sida managers at different 
departments and units in Stockholm is for legitimatizing ongoing activities or 
radical decisions about phasing out programmes or financial support. A few 
evaluations are considered important and are used, but often documents 
produced in the planning and monitoring processes are just as important. 
Management responses are mainly considered important, but in practice they 
are not often asked for or used. When used, it is primarily as reminders and 
for follow up, and then in an instrumental way. 

Sida’s field organization uses Sida evaluations interactively together with 
other sources and considerations. The embassies’ own evaluations are 
generally rather small and used in ongoing processes. Regarding Sida 
evaluations initiated by a Sida department in Stockholm, the embassies are 
inclined to consider these from a broader perspective, and also in the light of 
other evaluation activities. Accordingly, and in line with its collaborating 
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partners, Sida personnel in the field adopt a broad perspective on evaluations. 
Management responses are considered important by managers in the field, i.e. 
for deciding about what action to take, but they are not used so much. The 
dominant use of MREs is instrumental, i.e. for follow up. 

The Sida personnel who use evaluations most extensively are programme 
officers and the person responsible for the evaluation. The main use by these 
actors, in the six cases, is legitimatizing current practice or decisions about 
phasing out support. In some cases the evaluation manager responsible at Sida 
has learned a lot during the process, which thus indicates conceptual use. The 
same person is in some cases writing the MRE document in collaboration 
with the manager in charge. As elsewhere, the MRE document is used 
instrumentally and to a limited extent. 

What does this evaluation tell us about the collaborating partners’ use of 
evaluation and MREs? As stated, some of the NGOs have learned 
(conceptually) from the evaluation during the process. It is not possible to 
generalize about how partners use evaluation, because it differs very much. 
Diakonia, for example, who also wrote a management response, used the 
actual evaluation tactically in their next application. They tried to improve the 
things that the evaluators had criticized, but felt that Sida showed no real 
interest in these matters. The Vietnamese used the evaluation first of all as a 
warning. Selected parts of the evaluation could have been used for learning 
(i.e. conceptually) in the provinces and by other donors, according to one of 
our interviewees.

Generally, evaluations are used more than MREs. The added value of an 
MRE is that it serves as a tool for documentation and for follow up. 
However, once finished and put on file, the MRE document is not asked for. 
Few of our interviewees can recall the content of the MRE. When used, it is 
as a reminder and then in an instrumental way, i.e. implementation of the 
action plan is checked and what is left to be done is decided once more.

3.3.4 Issues concerning the management response system for UTV evaluations 
Clearly, our study of the MRE processes illustrates four issues with the 
current MRE system for UTV evaluations. First, the responsible person for 
the evaluation at UTV could have a stake in an evaluation. Generally, an 
evaluation has been prepared for a long time by UTV. In one case study the 
pre-study was made by the responsible officer at UTV which gave him the 
power to define the issues, implying that vested interests can go along with an 
evaluation. Although the evaluation has been implemented by external 
consultants, the responsible person for the evaluation at UTV is not unbiased. 
Whether this is a problem or not depends on the perspective from which the 
situation is being viewed, and also how the evaluation is managed by the UTV 
officer. Secondly, there is an obvious limitation of time at the central 
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management level for reading, digesting and deliberating about evaluations 
and management responses, because of the number of evaluations produced 
each year at Sida. Thirdly, the current routine for developing management 
responses in relation to UTV evaluations could lead to a situation where the 
baby is thrown out with the bathwater, i.e. important messages in the 
evaluation might be overlooked in the MRE process. The chief controller 
reads evaluation reports to find out which departments and units the 
evaluation could affect and to whom the request to develop a management 
response is to be sent. The focus is on what he sees as the hard core, i.e. the 
recommendations. Delegating the judgements to lower levels to begin with, 
and at a later stage make a synthesis is no guarantee of delivering justice to the 
evaluation or for rational decision making. There might be important 
messages in the evaluation that are overlooked with the current administrative 
routine, due to preoccupation with recommendations and also as a result of 
the firm intention to limit Sida’s commitments in the action plan. Fourthly, 
the role of UTV in the MRE process is not quite clear. It seems reasonable to 
give UTV responsibility for presenting and disseminating the evaluation to 
concerned and affected departments and units, including giving a fair 
representation of the evaluation, not only the conclusions and recommen-
dations. This role, however, occurs too late in the process to be constructive. 
It seems reasonable that UTV should comment earlier on the draft MRE.  

In addition, Sida’s board currently has an unclear role in the MRE process. 
The board has to be informed about evaluations and MRE decisions 
according to the administrative procedure for MREs.46 But in practice, only 
evaluations of high general interest, or synthesis reports based on evaluations, 
are occasionally presented to the board. According to the chief controller the 
board has never been presented with a management response draft, and 
MREs are not discussed in the board. The board’s role in connection with 
MREs seems not well reflected in the current MRE system for evaluations.47

3.4 Attitudes and experiences of the management response system 

The five focus group interviews carried out with Sida personnel were aimed at 
collecting general and authentic experiences of the MRE system at different 
levels and departments/units.48 The interviews covered three themes: experi-
ences of working out management response; MREs and evaluation use; the 
value and benefit of MREs. Below we summarize the personnel’s attitudes to 
and experience of the system. It should be known that it was rather difficult to 

46 Gd 45/98 
47 This evaluation has not examined how the board has dealt with and discussed evaluation 
summaries presented by the chief controller. 
48 They included Heads of Sida units, UTV, embassy counsellors, Sida staff with experi-
ences of evaluations and MREs at Sida’s regional and sector departments. 
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acquire personnel, except from UTV, willing to participate in the focus 
groups. This also indicates a lack of interest in the MRE system. Secondly, it 
indicates that few people feel they have enough experience to have something 
to say and thirdly that few persons feel responsible for the system. Perhaps 
some of the participants in the interviews were more in favour of the system 
compared with their colleagues. But those who decided to devote some time 
generally had more experience of MREs. Hence, attitudes to the MRE system 
are mainly merged with experience of the system. One might assume that the 
attitudes among those that have no experience would be more negative, 
because there is a known perception of work overload. 

Although attitudes and experience differ somewhat between the focus 
groups as well as within the groups, there are attitudes and experiences that 
seem more general. Some of the experiences can be assumed to be more valid 
than others. Obviously, nobody has experienced a proper introduction of the 
MRE system in the organization. However, we cannot tell for sure the extent 
to which the participants in the focus groups have provided a representative 
picture of the personnel’s need for the system,. The participants were asked to 
report about the department’s/unit’s experience which implies that the 
assessment of the need for the system is not confined to the participants 
themselves.

3.4.1 Attitudes 
The general picture is that the MRE system meets a need at Sida. Some say 
that if the system were not there, somebody would eventually invent it. The 
system is thought of as a natural response to the need for systematizing how 
to deal with evaluations when they are to be completed. At the same time 
attitudes to the system are not overwhelmingly positive, primarily because it 
adds a burden to an organization already under stress. Those greatly involved 
in evaluation, in particular those that view evaluation as an important 
instrument, have expressed a need for a response system. 

Our interviews indicate that the system is most appreciated by managers 
and staff in the field organization. The positive attitude among these two 
groups has primarily to do with the perceived need for the system and the 
potential they can see.

The main criticism among Sida staff is that the MRE system has not been 
well introduced and that not enough time has been devoted for it. Another 
criticism is that management responses are not requested or followed up by 
managers. Accordingly, personnel who have produced MREs ask themselves 
‘what is the point of providing an MRE if it is not used’? Furthermore, quite a 
few emphasize that the system is not given high priority and supervised by 
managers which in turn sends out signals to the staff that it is not so 
important.
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Advocates feel a need for the system, and think it is misleading to expect 
too much from MREs. The system provides an administrative structure for 
the considerations and judgements made by Sida, and a single MRE is no 
more than documentation of this work. Staff attitudes to the MRE system 
differ between Sida departments/units. However, in general, the main 
attitudes are: 

- There is a need to improve the utilization of evaluations 
- Personnel think there is an overload of documents and documentation. 
- Managers and staff in the field organization are those most in favour of 

the MRE system.
- Some think it is an important device, whereas others can easily live 

without it. 

3.4.2 Experience

In most cases the system is first of all used for documentation. Not much 
time is spent compiling MRE documents and these are not generally used 
specifically in decision making. The MRE document can be hard to find and 
the content has generally been forgotten, even by those who were involved. 
Very few refer to MREs as living documents. There are, however, some parts 
of the organization where the system seems to work better. MREs made as a 
complement to UTV evaluations involve more people and departments. The 
MRE process, which the chief controller coordinates, can be described as 
collaborative with concerned departments. As indicated earlier in this report, 
UTV evaluations and corresponding MRE are generally more elaborate 
compared with departmental MREs. Likewise, at some embassies the staff 
have actively discussed evaluations and provided input to MREs.

Once the management response has been developed and disseminated to 
those most concerned, and this does not include Sida partners, the demand 
for MREs is very low. Evidently, there are no clear routines for taking care of 
MREs.

There is some confusion about the status of MREs. Controllers, for 
example, do not know whether it is a compulsory rule. Concerning depart-
mental MREs, it is not clear whose responsibility it is to write them.  

The action plans are not always followed up, and MREs are rarely 
integrated and used in decision making. MREs seems to follow a side track, 
and not normally taken into consideration in forums where important 
strategic decisions are made. 

The learning that takes place in relation to management response is for the 
most part confined to those involved in developing the MRE document, and 
in most cases few people are involved. The documentation is assumed to have 
a value as such by managers – a value which few of Sida staff interviewed 
think it has. In short, staff experience of the MRE system is as follows: 
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- The system was launched with no introduction and poor instructions 
- There is confusion as to whether the MRE system is compulsory 
- MRE is not known by all staff and some refer to it as action plan 
- Staff do not consider Sida to be a learning organization, which is 

indicated by scarce use of evaluations and MRE 
- Evaluations/MREs are not generally dealt with rigorously and 

thoroughly
- Sida staff feel that managers are content when MREs are produced 
- Managers strive to keep Sida’s commitments/action plans short 
- Managers do not give high priority to MREs
- Managers do not generally remember the content of an MRE  
- A limited amount of time is spent on MREs  
- Action plans are followed up ad hoc49

Based on staff experience of when things work at Sida in general, the 
following conditions and factors seem critical for the MRE system to work: 

- It is highly dependent on experienced officers and active managers
- The status of MREs is low, which explains their limited use. 
- There is not always a need for developing MREs. (When an evaluation 

has ended without major findings, for example) 
- The timing of evaluations and MREs compared to project/programme 

processes is a problem.(Important decisions have sometimes already 
been taken)

Attitudes to the system are generally more positive compared with the 
experiences of how the system works. This could partly be explained by a 
more positive attitude among the interviewees, but also because of the 
experienced implementation failures revealed in this evaluation.

The added value of an MRE compared with the evaluation is first of all 
documentation. Advocates also point to the value of the system for 
information and knowledge transfer, but, as indicated, this added value can be 
questioned. In addition, the persons commissioned to develop input to, or the 
entire, MRE learn more from the evaluation, because they are forced to go 
through the evaluation carefully. According to our interviews, however, there 
are doubts as to whether MREs contribute to learning at the management 
level. Important evaluations are used anyhow, and MREs do not add much in 
those cases. Evaluations of low interest are not used, and MREs do not 
enhance use in such cases.

49 In addition: Informal MREs are sometimes developed; i.e. agreed minutes in mid-term 
reviews, and MREs are sometimes produced for joint evaluations, and partners are 
sometimes encouraged to write MREs. 
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In short, the value and benefits of the system perceived by the staff are as 
follows:  

- The prime value is for documentation 
- MREs mark a clear end to an evaluation 
- The person who writes the management response learns more from the 

evaluation
- MREs would be valuable when new staff need to learn about an 

evaluation and Sida’s judgements and standpoints. 

Not surprisingly, most managers, in contrast to most staff, consider the 
system to have an intrinsic value. It is first of all a management and steering 
tool. The system does not facilitate learning in an open and collaborative way. 
On the contrary, the “learning” is management-oriented and instrumental. 
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4. OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF THE SIDA MANAGEMENT 
RESPONSE SYSTEM 

The purpose of the management response system is to enhance the use of 
evaluations, improve learning and documentation, and in turn contribute to a 
more effective Sida. Based on our empirical findings and other studies of 
evaluations of development cooperation one could partly question the 
assumptions or intervention logic of the MRE system. The system is built on 
assumptions of a rational and learning organization. A prerequisite for the 
system is high quality evaluations and integration with existing forums for 
decision making. However, this evaluation and other studies, indicate that the 
quality assumption is not realistic. The quality of evaluation reports is uneven 
and sometimes low. The way the system is constructed there is no clear quality 
control built into the MRE or the evaluation system.50 This implies that the 
assumption of accurate and valid evaluations needs to be probed in each case. 
Preoccupation with recommendations tends to give an impression of 
rationality, but when evaluations are used instrumentally without probing the 
validity it could have the opposite effect. The system is not well integrated 
with other documentation and decision making. Forums where major 
decisions are taken do not often use evaluations and management responses. 
The learning assumption, probed against theories of evaluation use, shows 
that the conditions for learning are not well reflected in the design of the 
system.51 The evaluation is viewed as an end product where the hard core, i.e. 
the conclusions and recommendations, is to be used. Learning, however, 
demands appropriate institutions, time for reflection and shared under-
standing, and also support at management level, for example.52

The management response system does not work as well as it could, due 
to a number of implementation failures. Staff experience of how the system 
works in practice indicates that there is a need for a system, but managers do 
not use or request MREs. Management responses have low status compared 
with other routines and documents. The organization does not provide 
enough time for deliberation for the system to work well. Furthermore, 
sufficient time available to deal with evaluations at the management level is a 
prerequisite for the system. As indicated, the Director General’s Office does 
not deal with all UTV evaluations. The argument is that not all evaluations are 
of high general interest. Management responses are first of all used for 
documentation which adds structure to the evaluation process. Those 

50 If a quality control system had been in place, approximately 20 percent of Sida’s 
evaluations would not have been published without revision (cf. Forss & Carlsson, 1997 
and chapter 3 of this report).
51 Boyle and Lemaire, 1999: 10 
52 See Annex 3; Boyle and Lemaire, 1999; Forss et al. 2002; Patton, 1994, 1997.  
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involved in writing MREs learn more from the evaluation, but the main use of 
MREs is instrumental, i.e. MREs are used to check the implementation of 
action decided. However, the follow up is not always routine in various 
departments. Managers have been restrained about Sida’s commitments in 
order to ensure that action plans and Sida’s commitments do not become too 
demanding. The timing of evaluations and MREs is often a problem when it 
comes to use. Important decisions are taken before the MRE is made and 
quite a few action plans refer to ongoing work or decisions already taken. 
However, as indicated in this study, evaluations are used in various ways. If 
the end product is not used, the evaluation process might well be. Process use 
is not generally thought of as a significant type of evaluation use. Moreover, 
such use is not reported upwards in the organization, and could be 
underestimated in this evaluation. The evaluation could also be used for 
tactical reasons or for legitimatizing ongoing programmes or projects, but 
such uses are not generally considered as justifiable use but they still exist.53

The chief controller has the responsibility for developing and coordinating 
MREs for UTV evaluations. UTV’s role is to keep an eye on the MRE 
document to make sure that the evaluation is represented fairly. However, 
UTV’s remote role seems problematic in cases when UTV officers feel a need 
to sound the alarm about misrepresentation of the evaluation in the MRE 
document. UTV and the chief controller can read an evaluation in different 
ways and what the chief controller thinks could be overlooked might be 
perceived as a violation by UTV. If UTV’s comments come in to the MRE 
process late, it could be too late to carry out revisions. In practice, and in 
contrast to UTV evaluations, the persons responsible for the evaluation at 
departments and embassies are far more involved in developing management 
responses. The role of the person responsible for the evaluation at 
departments as well as the routines for the MRE process is not familiar to all. 
The remote role of UTV could need discussion and perhaps be reconsidered, 
especially if the current system is revised, whereas the person responsible for 
evaluations within departments seems to be far too involved.

The MRE system has limited value for knowledge transfer. Most MRE 
documents are very short and can only marginally help new personnel to 
become familiar with Sida’s argumentation and responses to the evaluation. 
For a person unfamiliar with the evaluation, an MRE document might give an 
impression of rationality, but if the representation of the evaluation is not fair, 
the documentation and knowledge transfer could be counterproductive.

Sida’s board exercises general guidance and supervision of Sida’s activities, 
but has currently no clear role in the MRE process. Its commission, however, 
indicates a responsibility for evaluations that goes beyond deciding evaluation 

53 Cf. Annex 7; Bandstein, 2005 
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plans. If the hard core of evaluations, from a management perspective, is 
conclusions and recommendations, the hard core of MREs, not only from a 
management but also from a board perspective, could be Sida’s response, 
action plans and follow ups.

Management responses are rarely requested and used, and the content is 
often forgotten, at management level. The system seems more important than 
single management responses, which indicates that the system is used for 
organizational legitimatization.

The way the current system is designed first of all matches the engineering 
model of evaluation use.54 This model implies that evaluations are used as a 
tool for improving a goal-oriented and rationally working organization. At the 
same time Sida wants to be perceived as a learning organization. However, 
viewed from a learning organization perspective, the system does not provide 
enough time for learning, and the learning is confined to desk officers and 
management level. Thus, the current system cannot meet the requirements 
and assumptions of the engineering model. The assumption of evaluation 
quality and of evaluations providing Sida with complete and correct inform-
ation could be questioned. Similarly, the pre-conditions for the system to 
work according to a learning model of evaluation use are not in existence at 
Sida. Insufficient time and commitment is being provided for MRE processes 
at present.

The current system is more understandable from a political and 
institutional perspective. From the political perspective Sida’s organizational 
context can be described as a division of power where different actors and 
interests prevail within and outside the organization. The current system 
strengthens the management level and its power to decide about what action 
to take or not to take. The institutional perspective also contributes to 
understanding of the system. The values, norms, and transparent routines and 
procedures which the system promotes appear to be more important than the 
content of single management responses. One could conceive managers’ use 
of management responses as a form of system use. From this perspective the 
limited interest shown in actual management responses becomes under-
standable. The prime value of the system is to add legitimacy to the 
organization by pointing to a system which takes care of evaluations; a rational 
organization takes good care of the evaluations it produces. 

54 Cf. Annex 3 
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This evaluation has identified a number of advantages and disadvantages with 
Sida’s management response system: 

Advantages
- The system meets a need for enhancing the utilization of evaluations 
- Despite insufficient launching and implementation it is appreciated on 

principle grounds by most Sida staff 
- It forces Sida managers to consider evaluations and take action 
- The documentation adds some structure to the evaluation process 
- It serves as a reminder
- It adds some legitimacy by associating Sida with a rational organization 

Disadvantages
- Management response is negatively loaded in parts of the organization 
- In many cases MREs prolong the evaluation process 
- The system is Sida-centred and does not facilitate dialogue, partnership 

and ownership. (Sida’s partners are not included in the MRE process. 
Recommendations directed to partners are not considered in Sida’s 
MREs and there are no routines for taking care of these.) 

- There is a timing problem. The evaluation process and the process to 
which the evaluation and the MRE are supposed to contribute (project, 
programme process) are not brought together. 

- MRE is not well coordinated with other documentation
- If there is a follow up of action plans it is often ad hoc 
- A weak instrument for organizational learning (the learning stays 

mostly with those commissioned to develop MREs) 
- The conditions for organizational and collective learning based on 

MRE are weak (capacity problems, timing, low status, decisions already 
taken)

- Managers are often contented to refer to the existence of the system, 
but rarely refer to individual MREs; MREs are not living documents

5.1 Main conclusions 

We have summarized our findings and assessment of the management 
response system and reduced them to three main conclusions. These are: 

1. The assumptions of the system (intervention logic) are reasonable and 
consistent to attain the desired outcome of better documentation and 
structure, but not quite consistent with the intention of (organizational) 
learning. This has to do with the following: 
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a. MRE analyses focus on conclusions and recommendations 
without systematically checking the accuracy of evaluations, 
which implies that Sida’s action may be being based on 
questionable grounds. 

b. (organizational) learning demands forums for deliberation, which 
is not well reflected in the management response system.

c. the working procedures for dealing with evaluation findings and 
developing MREs at management level promote an instrumental 
and mechanic use of evaluations.

d. the system’s integration with existing forums for decision making 
is not considered thoroughly in the design of the system. 

2. In practice the system’s contribution to achieving (organizational) 
learning has been limited due to the following implementation failures: 

a. the staff involved, and the work devoted, for developing MREs 
varies but is in most cases limited, indicating that the conditions 
for learning are not provided in practice. 

b. the system as such is appreciated and used by managers, but 
individual MREs have low status particularly in decision making. 

c. MRE documents provide incomplete representation of 
evaluations, provide scant information about Sida’s 
considerations and responses, and are therefore of limited value 
for knowledge transfer and learning. 

3. The system does not enhance partnership, dialogue and ownership, and 
is thus not a support to Sida’s overall endeavours.  

a. Sida’s partners are not included in the MRE system, which does 
not correspond to Sida’s overall principles. 

b. Sida does not respond to recommendations directed to partners, 
and partners do not respond to recommendations directed to 
Sida.

c. Partners assume that Sida welcomes the requested changes 
presented in the evaluation (which is not always the case). 

5.2 Options

Based on these three conclusions we have identified four options for the 
future - courses of action which need to be communicated within Sida and 
with Sida’s partners before a decision is made about the system’s future. As 
indicated, Sida personnel criticised the introduction of the current system. 
There is now an opportunity to anchor the decision through discussions with 
Sida personnel and their partners. We have identified four options: 
termination, the status quo, and two development alternatives. 
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5.2.1 Termination 
The alternative to close down the current system could be considered despite 
the fact that we do not consider this to be a realistic option. If the system is 
terminated, and everything else is equal, this would free up time for the 
evaluation process. But there is still a need for some kind of response system 
as long as evaluations are produced continually. Most likely some kind of 
routine or system to deal with evaluations would sooner or later evolve. 

5.2.2 Status quo 

- no changes in routines and procedures in the current system 
- main advantages: the system, including documentation, could add some 

legitimacy to existing practice and this option provides freedom of 
choice for managers 

- main disadvantages: a risk that Sida’s action are based on weak or even 
invalid grounds (evaluations), basic conditions for learning are not 
provided, the low priority shown by managers also sends out signals to 
Sida staff that writing MREs is not so important. 

In those (few) cases where the current system works fairly well, the 
management level is actively involved in developing MREs, treating MREs as 
an important device, and using MREs in combination with the evaluation for 
learning and future action.

5.2.3 Sida Response (SR) system 

- modify and strengthen the existing response system, and clarify the 
centralized (UTV) and decentralized (Dep./Units/Emb.) subsystems 
for Sida staff and partners.

- change the name to Sida Response (SR) system
- develop better instructions and routines for the system55

- enhance the status by using SRs in forums where important decisions 
are taken 

- provide more time for reflection and move from doing “duty MREs” 
to serious and authentic SRs 

- develop a flexible response system which includes a decision not to 
respond, a limited response and a complete response.

- the SR system would need a response committee for each evaluation. 
- main advantages: improve the original intentions with the management 

response system and guarantee that power and freedom of choice stay 

55 A SR response sheet that can be easily downloaded and perhaps filled in electronically 
with clear instructions would be helpful. 
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with Sida managers. Move resources from “duty MREs” to authentic 
SRs.

- main disadvantages: not quite feasible for Sida’s field organization 
model and not in accordance with the overall goals/principles of 
partnership, dialogue, and shared responsibility.  

5.2.4 Sida- Partner Response (SPR) system 

- extend the system to include partners’ responses 
- clarify routines for generating responses from Sida departments and 

partners involved 
- demand Sida response to recommendations directed to partners, and 

partner response to recommendations addressed to Sida 
- add the purpose to reach agreed consent (between Sida and its partners) to 

the intention of the SPR system, and decide criteria for situations when 
Sida cannot reach agreed consent. Sida can use a veto if basic Sida 
principles are violated 

- develop a flexible response system which includes: deciding not to 
respond, a limited and a complete response.  

- the SPR system would need a response committee for each evaluation. 
- enhance the status by using SPRs in forums where important dialogues 

and decisions take place 
- provide more time for reflection and move from producing “duty 

MREs” to serious SPRs
- main advantages: enhance rationality in collective action, facilitate 

collective and inter-organizational learning 
- main disadvantages: the evaluation processes is prolonged; time 

consuming

Annex 8 comprises a presentation of the proposed administrative guidelines 
for dealing with SRs and SPRs. 

5.3 Implications for cost efficiency and effectiveness 

What are the implications of these options for cost efficiency and effective-
ness? The termination alternative, not considered as a serious option, could be 
cost efficient in the short run if the time freed up were used in a more 
effective way. However, the close-down alternative would need to be 
combined with other measures in order to enhance evaluation use. It is not 
reasonable to invest money in an evaluation if it is not used. Even though the 
status quo alternative is not very demanding it might not be cost efficient 
because it can lead to decisions which “throw the baby out with the bath 
water”, i.e. valuable resources could be thrown away if decisions are based on 
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an inadequate evaluation, poor conclusions and recommendations. The two 
developing alternatives demand resources and might be time-consuming and 
costly. However, they imply an allocation of time for reflection in a more 
effective way. If cost efficiency is viewed from a learning organization or 
collective action perspective, both these alternatives could be cost efficient in 
the long run. These alternatives have introduced a new step to avoid spending 
time on developing time-consuming and insignificant responses. However, the 
two development alternatives will add burden to Sida and its partners if 
everything else is equal. Both these alternatives could be economically 
defendable if they were coordinated with other evaluation activities to avoid 
over-evaluation.

The termination alternative could perhaps improve Sida’s effectiveness, if 
viewed from a pure Sida perspective. A prerequisite, however, is that the 
released resources are used more effectively. If Sida’s effectiveness increases, 
it could still reduce the partners’ effectiveness, and also reduce the pay off 
from development cooperation in general. If the SR alternative is considered 
from a learning organization perspective, and the SPR alternative from a 
collective learning and partnership perspective with shared responsibility and 
ownership as important endeavours, both these alternatives have a potential 
to promote (collective) effectiveness. Thus, what seems effective depends on 
the perspective from which effectiveness is viewed.

Moreover, evaluations have many intended functions, and not only to 
promote effectiveness. The design of a future response system would need to 
consider other intended functions with evaluations as well. 

5.4 Recommendations 

Our recommendation is to develop the SPR alternative if Sida personnel and 
partners, after discussion, approve it. Our main arguments are that this 
alternative can help to achieve the aims of the current MRE system, promote 
collective learning and shared responsibility, and it harmonizes with Sida’s 
overall goals of dialogue, partnership and ownership. Sida is also 
recommended to disseminate the summary, together with chapter 5 of this 
report (or a more elaborated document based on this evaluation) to different 
stakeholders within Sida and to a selection of partners along with questions to 
be thoroughly considered and answered.56 A seminar could also be considered 
for deliberation concerning the design of the future system.  

56 Examples of questions: What are the advantages and disadvantages of the three options? 
Can the SR and SPR system work? Is there a need to refine or modify the options? What 
information should a response sheet collect? (How) can the two options be integrated into 
existing institutions/forums? What course of action, based on what arguments, is 
considered to be the best? 
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ANNEXES

Annex 1. Terms of Reference 

Uppdragsbeskrivning 2004-09-22

Utvärdering av Sidas Management Response-system för utvärderingar 

BAKGRUND

Enligt GD-beslut 158/98 ska Sida sedan den 1 januari 1999 göra ett system-
atiskt ställningstagande, ett så kallat Management response (MRE), för varje 
utvärdering57 som utförts:

1. av eller på beställning av Sekretariatet för utvärdering och intern 
revision (UTV).

2. på beställning av Sidas operativa avdelningar58.

I den till beslutet bakomliggande promemorian konstateras att ”behovet av 
systematiska ställningstaganden avseende utvärderingar och revisioner tidigare 
tagits upp i ett flertal tillfällen och sammanhang”. Ett sådant sammanhang var 
Sidas verkslednings internat 14-15 maj 1997, då den dåvarande chefen för 
UTV, Ann Marie Fallenius, lagt fram ett förslag för reformering av UTV och 
Sidas utvärderingsverksamhet. I förslaget skriver Fallenius: 

Enligt Policy för Sidas utvärderingsverksamhet har samtliga chefer vid Sida ett 
ansvar för att resultat av utvärderingsverksamheten beaktas i Sidas policy-
arbete, vid hanteringen av pågående insatser och vid beslut om utformningen 
av nya insatser. De gångna två årens erfarenheter har emellertid visat att denna 
föreskrift inte är tillfyllest för att slutsatser och rekommendationer av utvär-
deringsverksamheten skall beaktas och åtgärder vidtas. Det krävs förmodligen 
mera formella mekanismer för att åstadkomma detta.59

Varpå hon skisserar hur ett management response-system skulle kunna se ut. 
Förslaget påminner om det system som då redan tillämpades för intern-
revisioner och syftet med detsamma skulle enligt Fallenius vara ”att stärka 
Sidas resultatstyrning och säkra kvaliteten i verksamheten”60. Denna mål-

57 Beslutet gäller också för management response för revisioner, men detta system är inte 
föremål för denna utvärdering.
58 Till kategorin ’operativa avdelningar’ ska i detta sammanhang också utlandsmyndigheter 
med biståndsverksamhet hänföras. 
59 Ann Marie Fallenius, ”UTV och Sidas utvärderingsverksamhet – tankar om reformering 
av Sidas utvärderingssystem”, förslag daterat 1997-05-06, s. 4. 
60 Ibid. s 6. 
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beskrivning kom dock att modifieras något i nämnda GD-beslut. Enligt detta 
är systemets syfte ”att stärka lärandet och skapa tydliga ställningstaganden och 
klara ansvarslinjer för åtgärder i (sic.) anledning av utvärderingar och 
revisioner”. När Sidas utvärderingspolicy senare reviderades och sedermera 
beslutades av Sidas generaldirektör (GD) infördes konstateras att MRE-
systemet har till syfte att ”säkerställa att utvärderingsresultat och därav 
följande rekommendationer beaktas av Sidas berörda avdelningar, samt att 
åtgärder som vidtas som följd av utvärderingarna registreras på ett tillfreds-
ställande sätt”61.

Systemets praktiska tillämpning beskrivs i utvärderingspolicyn. Här framgår 
att alla UTV:s utvärderingar ska tillställas GD. GD ger den eller de av den 
aktuella utvärderingen berörda avdelningarna i uppdrag att ta fram en hand-
lingsplan som ska beskriva de insatser som berörd avdelningschef bedömer 
som nödvändiga för att lösa problem som identifierats i utvärderingen. 
Handlingsplanen bör också innehålla en tidsplan för genomförandet av dessa 
insatser. Dessutom bör den innehålla uppgift om hur vunna erfarenheter kan 
spridas. Förslag till handlingsplan ska helst upprättas inom sex veckor efter att 
utvärderingen tillställts GD. Handlingsplanen (eller om flera avdelningar 
berörs handlingsplanerna) sammanställs av chefskontrollern till en MRE som 
UTV bör få tillfälle att kommentera innan den genom ett formellt beslut fast-
ställs av GD. 

Av policyn framgår det vidare att Sidas avdelningschefer är ansvariga för 
uppföljning av hur handlingsplanerna inom deras respektive ansvarsoMREåde 
genomförs. Chefscontrollern har till uppgift att var sjätte månad rapportera 
resultatet av dessa uppföljningar till GD och UTV. UTV ska i sin tur regel-
bundet granska i vilken omfattning åtgärder vidtas med anledning av de 
utvärderingar som de genomfört.

När det gäller de operativa avdelningarnas egna utvärderingar är det den aktu-
ella avdelningen som själv ansvarar för beredning av handlingsplaner, beslut 
om MRE och uppföljning av desamma. Enligt utvärderingspolicyn bör dock 
chefscontrollern, i samarbete med UTV och Sidas avdelningar, varje år 
genomföra en ”genomgripande analys av alla resultat och vunna erfarenheter 
från alla Sidas utvärderingar”62.

MRE-systemet har vid det här laget varit i bruk i drygt fem år. Under denna 
tid har Sida kunnat samla erfarenheter om både för- och nackdelar med 

61 Policy för Sidas utvärderingsverksamhet, s. 8. 
62 Policy för Sidas utvärderingsverksamhet, s 9. 
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systemet. En sådan erfarenhet är att systemet med tiden har fått genomslag i 
organizationen så tillvida att de allra flesta utvärderingar blir föremål för 
berörda avdelningars ställningstaganden. Erfarenheterna visar emellertid också 
att det finns problem med bland annat kvaliteten av dessa ställningstaganden 
och uppföljningen av handlingsplanerna. När det gäller kvaliteten av MRE 
genomförde UTV vid föreberedelsearbetet till denna uppdragsbeskrivning en 
analys av ett stort antal MRE. Det visade sig då att utvärderingarnas slutsatser 
sällan analyseras och operationaliseras av de berörda avdelningarna. I stället 
kommenteras bara utvärderingarnas rekommendationer. Relativt ofta avvisas 
också rekommendationer i dessa kommentarer som felaktiga eller irrelevanta. 
När det gäller uppföljningen av handlingsplanerna är dessa bristfälliga. Det 
finns sålunda indikationer på att det finns brister i handläggningen av MRE. 

UTVÄRDERINGENS SYFTE OCH ANVÄNDNING 

UTV finner det mot denna bakgrund angeläget att utvärdera MRE-systemet. 
Utvärderingens syfte är att: 

1. Kartlägga hur MRE-systemets interventionslogik och hur det fungerar i 
praktiken.

2. På basen av kartläggningen och relevant utvärderingsforskning analysera 
och värdera MRE-systemets måluppfyllelse63, effekter64 och relevans65.

3. På basen av utvärderingsresultaten framlägga rekommendationer avse-
ende MRE-systemet.

Utvärderingsprocessen och utvärderingsresultaten är ämnade att användas 
som en input i en ständigt pågående reflexionsprocess beträffande kvaliteten i 
UTV:s och Sidas utvärderingsverksamhet. På så sätt kan den både bidra till 
framtida förändringar av utvärderingspolicyn, och till såväl individuellt som 
organisatoriskt lärande om utvärdering. Vad avser det senare är det av stor 
vikt att relevanta intressenter aktivt involveras i utvärderingsprocessen. Detta 

63 Här handlar det, som framgår av utvärderingspolicyn, om att bilda sig en uppfattning om 
planerade resultat uppnåtts och målsättningar infriats. I Sidas utvärderingshandbok används 
den engelska termen ’effectiveness’, dvs. graden av måluppfyllelse givet de mål som formu-
lerats för systemet, för detta utvärderingskriterium.  
64 Utvärderingspolicyn definierar detta kriterium som de avsiktliga eller oavsiktliga effekter, 
som en verksamhet medfört. Kriteriet innefattar positiva och negativa effekter på kort och 
lång sikt. I Sidas utvärderingshandbok är definitionen för den motsvarande engelska term-
en ‘impact’ ”Intended or unintended change due directly or indirectly to an intervention”, 
Looking Back, Moving Forward – Sida Evaluation Manual (Sida 2004), Annex C, s. 105. 
65 Enligt definitionen i utvärderingshandboken är relevans (relevance) ”the extent to which 
a development intervention conforms to the needs and priorities of target groups and the 
policies of recipient countries and donors” (s. 25) I detta sammanhang är emellertid rele-
vans en fråga om huruvida MRE-systemet är ändamålsenligt i förhållande till de problem i 
utvärderingsverksamheten som det är ämnat att lösa. 
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sker dels genom att UTV upprättar en referensgrupp för utvärderingen, dels 
genom att denna grupp och andra nyckelpersoner deltar som respondenter i 
utvärderingen.66

UPPDRAGET

Konsultens uppdrag är att:
1. kartlägga MRE-systemets interventionslogik och praktiska tillämpning. 
2. analysera och värdera systemets måluppfyllelse, effekter och relevans. 
3. framlägga rekommendationer avseende MRE-systemet. 

Kartläggningen
Kartläggningen ska vara deskriptiv och åskådliggöra MRE-systemets inter-
ventionslogik, det vill säga för hur systemet är avsett att fungera och vad det är 
avsett att åstadkomma. I detta sammanhang är det särskilt viktigt att uppmärk-
samma att MRE-systemet inte är ämnat att lösa alla problem som kan uppstå i 
utvärderingsverksamheten. En kartläggning av systemets teori är sålunda en 
kartläggning av vad just MRE-systemet är avsett att bidra med i Sidas 
utvärderingsverksamhet. 

Det formella uttrycket för denna interventionslogik är utvärderingspolicyn. 
Denna fastslår att systemet främst är avsett att säkerställa att utvärderings-
resultat och därav följande rekommendationer beaktas av berörda avdelningar. 
Därutöver framgår som nämnts att detta rent praktiskt ska ske genom att 
avdelningarna upprättar och följer upp handlingsplaner. Policyn ger emellertid 
en tämligen knapphändig beskrivning av vilka problem systemet är ämnat att 
lösa, och vad det på vad som i LFA-terminologin kallas för outcome-nivå är 
avsett att åstadkomma67. Därför bör konsulten också vid en beskrivning av 
systemets interventionslogik beakta två viktiga bakgrundsdokument; närmare 
bestämt GD-beslutet 158/98 och det förslag som framlades av UTV till VL-
internatet i maj 1997. Av dessa dokument är det möjligt att både explicit och 
implicit härleda systemets interventionslogik. 

66 Mer om detta i metodavsnittet nedan. 
67 Logical Framework Approach (LFA) ska tillämpas vid beredningar av Sida-finansierade 
insatser. Outcome definieras i Sidas utvärderingshandbok som ”The likely or achieved 
short-term and medium-term effects of an interventions outputs” (s. 109). Outputs är 
enligt handboken “the products, capital goods and services which result from a develop-
ment intervention” (s. 109). MRE-systemets outcomes är alltså de effekter som den i 
policyn föreskrivna handläggningsordningen resulterar i.  
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Konsulterna ska vidare kartlägga hur systemets teori i praktiken uppfattas av 
dess nyckelintressenter68. Konsulten förväntas därvidlag att kartlägga några 
nyckelpersoners uppfattningar om:

1. Vilket som är MRE-systemets syfte. 
2. Hur MRE-systemet är tänkt att fungera rent praktiskt. 

Denna kartläggning ska ligga till grund för jämförelser mellan olika intres-
senters förväntningar på systemet, och de förväntningar som finns 
formulerade i text. 

Konsulten ska också kartlägga hur MRE-systemet tillämpas i praktiken. 
Denna kartläggning ska belysa hur en MRE-process ser ut, och därvidlag 
besvara frågor som de följande:

1. Vilka är inblandade i en MRE-process? 
2. Hur arbetar de inblandade i MRE-processen?  

Värdering och rekommendationer
Konsulten förväntas vidare att analysera och värdera MRE-systemet utifrån 
utvärderingskriterierna måluppfyllelse, effekter och relevans. Bedömnings-
grunden för denna värdering ska förutom av kartläggningen bestå av erfaren-
heter från relevant utvärderingsforskning. 

Måluppfyllelse
Måluppfyllelse är den i utvärderingspolicyn svenska översättningen av 
utvärderingskriteriet effectiveness. Den engelska terminologin återfinns bland 
annat i Sidas utvärderingshandbok där följande formulering ringar in begreppet: 

The term effectiveness refers to the extent to which the objectives of an 
intervention have been achieved as a result of the implementation of 
planned activities. Effectiveness can be measured at the level of outputs 
as well as at the levels of outcome and impact.69

I denna utvärdering förväntas konsulten att undersöka huruvida implementer-
ingen av MRE-systemet är tillfyllest vad avser de output-mål (alltså den hand-
läggningsordning) som formuleras i utvärderingspolicyn. Det vill säga om, och 
i så fall i vilken utsträckning: 

1. MRE skrivs för alla utvärderingar. 
2. handlingsplaner skrivs inom den stipulerade tiden på sex veckor från 

överlämnandet.

68 Sådana intressenter är UTV:s ledning, avdelningschefer, controllers samt Sida-
handläggare som skriver handlingsplaner. 
69 Looking Back, Moving Forward – Sida Evaluation Manual (Sida 2004), s. 28. 
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3. åtgärder som vidtas som följd av utvärderingarna registreras på ett 
tillfredsställande sätt, det vill säga om a) MRE alltid innehåller 
handlingsplaner och tidsplaner, b) handlingsplaner och tidsplaner 
åtgärdas och följs upp systematiskt. 

4. det genomförs någon genomgripande analys av alla resultat och vunna 
erfarenheter från alla Sidas utvärderingar. Av vem och hur i så fall?

Frågan om MRE-systemets måluppfyllelse ska vidare bedömas i förhållande till 
de mål som avser systemets outcomes. Dessa mål är de som kan härledas ur 
den interventionslogik som konsulterna kartlagt genom granskningen av 
utvärderingspolicyn, GD-beslut 158/98 och Fallenius förslag till reformering 
av Sidas utvärderingsverksamhet. Konsulten bör sålunda bland annat besvara 
hur och i så fall i vilken utsträckning: 

MRE-systemet stärker Sidas resultatstyrning och säkrar kvaliteten i 
verksamheten.70

MRE-systemet stärker lärandet och skapar tydliga ställningstaganden 
och klara ansvarslinjer för åtgärder med anledning av utvärderingar.71

Bedömningen av måluppfyllelse avseende dessa, och andra i utvärderingen 
uppmärksammade, avsedda outcomes genomförs genom att konsulten 
värderar kvaliteten av såväl MRE-processerna som de skrivna MRE-produk-
terna. Bland annat följande frågor ska härvidlag besvaras. 

1. Stärker MRE-processerna lärandet? Hos vem och hur i så fall? 
2. Skapar MRE-processerna klara ansvarslinjer för åtgärder?
3. Svarar MRE mot utvärderingarnas slutsatser och rekommendationer? 
4. Uppvisar MRE generellt en god förståelse för utvärderingarnas 

slutsatser och rekommendationer? 

Effekter
Effekter är den i utvärderingspolicyn svenska översättningen av utvärderings-
kriteriet impact. Effekter är de avsiktliga och oavsiktliga, positiva och negativa 
konsekvenser som direkt eller indirekt orsakats av en insats. I den här 
utvärderingen analyseras och värderas de avsedda förväntade konsekvenserna 
inom ramen för utvärderingskriteriet måluppfyllelse. Inom ramen för det som 
här avses med effekter ska konsulterna försöka klarlägga MRE-systemets 
eventuella positiva och negativa, direkta och indirekta, oförutsedda effekter. 
Exempelvis kan konsulten härvidlag fråga sig vad införandet av MRE-
systemet kan ha haft för konsekvenser för: 

70 Fallenius, s 6. 
71 GD-beslut 158/98. 
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utvärderingsverksamheten i stort och de mål som formuleras för den-
samma i utvärderingspolicyn. 
hur och på vilket sätt Sida-personal lär av utvärderingar. 
hur och på vilket sätt utvärderingar leder till förändringar i den 
operativa verksamheten. 
ansvarsutkrävande och kontroll. 
Sida-personals attityder till utvärderingsverksamheten.  

Erfarenheterna av systemets effekter på Sida förväntas jämföras med erfaren-
heter i relevant utvärderingsforskning. 

Relevans
Enligt definitionen i utvärderingshandboken innefattar utvärderingskriteriet 
relevans (relevance) ”the extent to which a development intervention con-
forms to the needs and priorities of target groups and the policies of recipient 
countries and donors” (s. 25) I detta sammanhang ges relevanskriteriet en 
något snävare innebörd. Det är här en fråga om att bedöma huruvida MRE-
systemet är ändamålsenligt i förhållande till de problem som det är ämnat att 
lösa. Dessa problem beskrivs förmodligen tydligast av Fallenius då hon, i det i 
bakgrundsdelen citerade stycket, konstaterar att utvärderingars slutsatser och 
rekommendationer inte tillräckligt beaktas av Sidas avdelningar. MRE-
systemet är en ”formell mekanism” avsedd att råda bot på detta problem. 
Konsulten förväntas att på basen av relevant utvärderingsforskning och slut-
satserna beträffande systemets måluppfyllelse och effekter göra en samman-
vägd bedömning av om denna formella mekanism är ett ändamålsenligt sätt 
att lösa problemet. Det handlar alltså om att granska giltigheten av systemets 
interventionslogik.  

METOD

Konsulten förväntas att: 
1. Analysera ett urval av MRE på utvärderingar som utförts på beställning av 

UTV, operativa avdelningar (inklusive utlandsmyndigheter), samt de slut-
satser och rekommendationer som dessa MRE bygger på. Urvalet av MRE 
sker i saMREåd med UTV. Konsulten väljer själv analysmetodik, och 
redogör för densamma i sin utvärderingsplan. Denna plan ska diskuteras 
med ansvarig handläggare på UTV. 

2. Kartlägga och analysera olika nyckelintressenters uppfattningar om MRE-
systemet. Sådana intressenter inbegriper avdelningschefer på Sida och vid 
utlandsmyndigheter, Sidas controllernätverk, personal på UTV, Sida-hand-
läggare på huvudkontoret i Stockholm och på utlandsmyndigheter som 
formulerat handlingsplaner samt konsulter som genomfört utvärderingar 
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för Sida. Denna informationsinsamling ska inbegripa, men behöver inte 
uteslutande bestå av, kvalitativa metodiker, där nyckelintressenterna får 
möjlighet att diskutera utvärderingsfrågorna sinsemellan. Exempel på såd-
ana metodiker är fokusgruppinterviewer, gruppinterviewer, seminarier och 
workshops. Användandet av en eller flera av dessa metodiker är ämnat att 
stimulera deltagande och lärande i och med utvärderingsprocessen. Kon-
sulten förväntas att överskådligt redogöra för sitt metodologiska angrepps-
sätt i utvärderingsplanen. Denna plan fastställs efter dialogue med ansvarig 
handläggare på UTV.

3. Analysera de empiriska resultaten med utgångspunkt i relevant och aktuell 
utvärderingsforskning inom detta oMREåde. 

Den referensgrupp för utvärderingen som upprättas av UTV ska beredas 
möjlighet att kommentera ett rapportutkast, och konsulten ska beakta dessa 
synpunkter.  

KONSULTEN

Konsulten upphandlas på basen av en skriftlig utvärderingsplan. Utvärderings-
planen ska innehålla förslag till utvärderingsmetod, inkluderande metodiker, 
analysmetoder, budget, arvode och tidplan. Planen utgör en utgångspunkt för 
samråd med ansvarig handläggare på UTV. Efter att konsulten och UTV enats 
om upplägget av utvärderingen arbetar konsulten oberoende i förhållande till 
UTV.

Konsulten ska ha stor erfarenhet av utvärdering och utvärderingsforskning, 
särskilt vad avser utvärderingars användning. Konsulten bör också ha erfaren-
het av att arbeta med kvalitativa metodiker. 

TIDSPLAN OCH RAPPORTERING 

Utvärderingen, som skrivs på engelska och inte får överskrida 50 sidor 
exklusive bilagor, ska vara slutförd senast 31 maj 2005. Konsulten ska 
diskutera ett rapportutkast muntligt med ansvarig handläggare på Sida/UTV 
samt med utvärderingens referensgrupp, och bearbeta rapporten på basen av 
dessa diskussioner. Rapportutkastet ska vara Sida tillhanda senast den 18 april 
2005.

Slutrapporten ska skrivas i Word och överlämnas till UTV i publicerbart skick. 
UTV ansvarar för och finansierar en professionell språkgranskning. Rappor-
ten publiceras i UTV:s serie Sida Studies in Evaluation. UCER har rätt att på 
egen bekostnad publicera rapporten i sin egen publikationsserie. 
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Annex 2. Evaluation methodology 

As a supplement to the introduction this annex explicates the reasons for 
using the methodology applied. The evaluation is primarily designed as a 
programme theory evaluation with elements of a stakeholder evaluation. 
Figure 1, in the main report, illustrates the programme theory evaluation used 
in this evaluation. 

The first part of the commission examines the MRE system and its 
intervention logic. Programme theory evaluation is a well-known and 
established method for this type of evaluation and also the reason for 
choosing it in this case. The rationale behind this type of analysis is that a 
programme is based on assumptions, or best guesses, as to how the 
programme is expected to work in order to achieve intended outcomes. These 
assumptions, generally referred to as the programme theory, or intervention 
logic, are explicit or implicit in the programme. The MRE system’s 
intervention logic can be understood and interpreted in the same way. The 
programme theory is based on the programme makers’ understanding of the 
problem situation and how the problems and challenges are to be resolved. 
Similarly, the intervention logic is founded on the MRE designers’ assump-
tions on how to achieve the intended outcomes of the MRE system (learning, 
consolidation and effectiveness). The MRE system’s intervention logic can be 
understood as a package of interventions causing direct and indirect effects.  

The first step in the analysis is a reconstruction of the intervention logic, 
which is based on key documents and interviews with those responsible for 
the development of the MRE system (cf. Leeuw, 2003; Weiss, 1998). In other 
words the official intervention logic is reconstructed. At this stage, we are not 
searching for alternative intervention logics. However, alternative assumptions 
concerning how to attain intended outcomes will be identified at a later stage 
through interviews with Sida staff and our own analysis based on our findings. 
The final discussion and analysis concerning the future for the MRE system 
deal with alternative intervention logics. The official intervention logic is 
selected for assessment because of our commission and the resources 
available for the evaluation. Thus, the evaluation searches for alternative ways 
of achieving the aims, but does not take these as a point of departure. 

The second step in the programme theory evaluation includes two assess-
ments. The intervention logic’s internal consistency is probed through a 
logical analysis, which means that the assumptions are followed step by step 
to probe if they are logical and coherent. The intervention logic is then 
assessed against middle range social science theories. The basic idea of a pro-
gramme theory assessment is to relate the programme theory or intervention 
logic to compatible social science theory (cf. Hanberger and Schild, 2004; 
Leeuw, 2003). This step examines the intervention logic’s realism and 
potential, as well as its sustainability and relevance. The theories used in this 
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case are theories of evaluation use. More specifically attention is paid to the 
factors or mechanisms which improve evaluation use.72 Any discrepancy 
between the intervention logic and theories of evaluation use indicates that 
the assumptions are unrealistic and that the MRE system cannot work as a 
result of ‘theory failure’ (cf. Weiss 1972, 1998).73 Theories of evaluation use or 
utilization are also used as conceptual framework when exploring prevailing 
forms of use among different stakeholders.

The third step of the evaluation comprises an analysis of how the MRE 
system works in practice, and includes an assessment of the assumptions of 
the intervention logic (ex post). This analysis is also made in order to evaluate 
implementation of the MRE system, the goal achievements, the system’s 
effects, as well as the perceived relevance of the MRE system. Information is 
collected regarding how the MRE system works in practice and how various 
implementation measures are perceived in the organization. Three methods 
are used at the third step.

Semi-structured focus group interviews are used for collecting qualitative 
data on attitudes to and experiences of the MRE system. Five focus groups 
are put together with different categories of Sida staff. The groups are 
homogenous as far as their position in the organization goes, but at the same 
time the individuals bring in experience from different units and departments. 
The idea is to build up groups that feel free to share and discuss their 
experiences. The participants are asked to discuss how the MRE system is 
perceived at their work place, colleagues’ attitudes, their own experiences and 
assessment of the system’s relevance and performance. The focus group 
moderator takes on the role of facilitator, directs the discussion to the topics, 
and makes sure that everyone has access to the discussion.  

The second method used in this evaluation study is a case study 
methodology. The experiences of actors participating in six evaluation and 
MRE processes are collected. Interviews are carried out with those deeply 
involved, in order to describe what has happened in the process. The 
perceived need for the evaluation, attitudes to MREs and evaluation, the 
experiences of the process, the use and consequences of the evaluation and 
the MRE, and the relevance of the MRE system are accounted for as well. 

The third method is a meta-evaluation of evaluation reports and corre-
sponding MRE documents. This meta-evaluation consists of a quality 

72 Carol Weiss (2000) refers to the programme  theory as the ‘implementation theory’ and 
the problem theory as the ‘real programme  theory’. Cole (1999) discusses ‘problem’ or 
‘aetiology theory’ rather than social science theories. 
73 Programme administrators may of course subscribe to different programme theories 
(intervention logics). According to the commission, however, it is the MRE designers’ 
assumptions that are to be the focus of the evaluation. 
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assessment of evaluation reports and MRE documents against a set of quality 
measures (annex 9). The measures have been developed for an assessment of 
the quality of evaluation reports with reference to management responses. 
The Programme  Evaluation Standards and Guiding Principals for evaluators 
(www.eval.org), which are approved standards and guiding principles in the 
US and accepted elsewhere, are not completely applicable to the purpose of 
this evaluation. Among the four standards (accuracy, feasibility, propriety, 
utility), the accuracy standard, i.e. an evaluation, which provides sound and 
trustworthy data leading to valid and reliable conclusions, is first of all 
measured in this evaluation. In the context of the MRE, conclusions and 
recommendations are given high priority. Therefore, the clarity and 
comprehensiveness of these are given extra attention here, which was also 
suggested by the reference group to the evaluation. Our criteria “systematic 
and relevant analysis” and “explication of results” refers to the “accuracy 
standard” in the Programme Evaluation Standards and “systematic inquiry 
principle” in the Guiding principles for Evaluators (cf. Forss & Carlsson, 
1997). We provide two scores in the assessment of evaluation reports: one 
based on the two accuracy criteria, and one on these and another 17 criteria 
(Annex 9). Obviously, an assessment based on indicators has clear limitations, 
and the document analysis cannot be used alone to draw conclusions about 
the quality of evaluations and management responses. Therefore we also ask 
the main stakeholders in the six case studies how they have perceived the 
quality of the evaluation and take both sources of information into account. 



63



64

Annex 3. Evaluation use 

This annex presents a brief summary of existing research on evaluation use 
and is an extension of the introduction. In an extensive review of the literature 
on evaluation use, published between 1986 and 1997, Shulha et. al. (1997) 
recognise that the research and experience of evaluation use has expanded in 
several ways. Basically, one can distinguish between different notions of 
evaluation use on the one hand and factors or conditions that promote or 
explain various uses on the other.  

Notions of evaluation use 
The concept of evaluation use is multi-dimensional, referring to different uses 
such as instrumental (decision support and filling a problem-solving function), 
conceptual (filling an educative function) and symbolic (filling a political 
function). These notions of use can be referred to as traditional notions. 
Recently, new ways of understanding evaluation use have been presented in 
the literature (see Mark and Henry, 2004; Schaumburg-Müller, 2005). Quite a 
few scholars introduce and discuss different kinds of process use (Cousins, 
2003; Forss et al. 2002; Green, 1988; Patton, 1997). Cousins also talks about 
the use of findings, which can be understood as a form of instrumental use 
(Cousins, 2003). Further, the interactive use of evaluation is distinguished as a 
special type of use, referring to use of evaluation findings in conjunction with 
other types of information and knowledge such as research, common sense, 
intuition, and one’s own first-hand experience (Weiss, 1979:206f.; Vedung, 
1997:274f.). Vedung (ibid) among others identifies the legitimatizing use of 
evaluation, referring to the justification of established positions or 
endeavours. First of all this kind of use occurs after the evaluation has been 
finished. However, an evaluation can also be used to legitimatize a planned 
programme or a programme under way (Hanberger, 2001; Hanberger et al 
2005). Tactical use, finally, refers to using evaluations to gain time or avoid 
responsibility, for example (Vedung, 1997:276). The main uses paid attention 
to in the evaluation are listed in Table 1 of the main report. 

Evaluation use takes place in multi-actor contexts. In this case the context 
is Sida’s organization, including field offices, collaborating partners such as 
governments, civil society organizations, and other donors, and the general 
public. If evaluations are to be used to improve decision-making and learning, 
there is a need for settings and meeting places in which stakeholders can 
discuss and interact openly (Boyle and Lemaire, 1999: 10). By contrast, when 
the purpose is accountability, there is no need for this. Boyle and Lemaire 
conclude that the challenge in building evaluation capacity in government 
deals with “how to get the balance right between supply of and demand for 
evaluation, and how to mix resilience [to withstand the changing pressures of 
public governance (author’s explication)] and flexibility [from multiple 
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markets within the system (author’s comment)] (ibid. 198). Large public 
organizations seem to be facing the same challenge.

Notably, all types of evaluation use implicitly refer to the use of single 
evaluations. However, as evaluation capacity is built up and evaluation systems 
are institutionalized, there is a need to elaborate understanding and discussion 
of evaluation use to include the use of the evaluation system as such and in 
this case the subsystem, the MRE system. Although the same notions of use 
can be accounted for in relation to evaluation systems, it is helpful to 
distinguish between the use of single evaluations and MREs on the one hand, 
and systems on the other. Organizations faced with a high degree of 
uncertainty tend to engage in more ritualistic and regulatory behaviour to 
control uncertainty (Hofstede, 1980). Standardized evaluations in rationally 
designed evaluation systems can be understood as one way to respond to 
uncertainty. An assumption one can make is that, in organizations where 
evaluation systems exist, managers faced with abundant information (policy 
documents, follow up, reviews, studies, research and evaluation reports) tend 
to use the evaluation system as such rather than single evaluations to 
legitimatize the organization and its undertakings. Such use of evaluation 
systems and MREs is intended to help uphold an image of a rational and 
learning organization. 

A specific issue highlighted in the evaluation use literature is misuse. 
Evaluation misuse or misutilization is more of an issue in the context of 
evaluation compared with knowledge and research utilization (Shulha et al 
1997). This indicates that evaluation use and misuse, in contrast to research 
use, take place in situations where different interests and powers are at stake. 

Some scholars have paid attention to evaluation use in existing 
organizational structures and processes. What is emphasized is the complexity 
of an organization in terms of administrative levels. Attention is paid to “lines 
of communication within and across these levels”, and also what is important 
in organizational use. 

Patton is one of the best-known scholars in support of evaluations for 
“intended use of intended users”. His utilization-focused approach to 
evaluation is intended to maximize intended utilization in a programme 
context (1994, 1997). Process use, according to Patton, implies four things: 
enhanced communication within an organization based on information 
emerging from evaluation findings, data collection that improves the program-
me while examining it, enhanced and ongoing reflection improving the 
programme development or implementation, and individual and/or 
organizational learning. By contrast, collective learning implies social process-
sing of evaluation results and shared interpretations. The intended user’s 
learning is more limited in scope.  
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Forss et al. (2002) distinguish five categories of process use, categories 
which are based on Patton’s work on process use, and link these to different 
information needs. Evaluators and commissioners will benefit from “learning 
to learn”, the first type of process use, according to the authors. “Developing 
networks” and “boosting morale”, two other categories of use, would 
primarily be helpful to evaluators. Those who furnish information will benefit 
from “creating shared understanding” and project managers would first of all 
gain from using evaluation to “strengthening the project”. Although the 
authors make links between specific process use and actors, one could view 
this as an empirical question. Project managers and stakeholders, for example, 
could benefit from creating shared understanding. 

Factors enhancing use 
Utilization research has not only dealt with the various notions and mani-
festations of evaluation use but also the factors that affect different types of 
use. There are a great number of conditions and factors, paid attention to in 
the literature, affecting evaluation use. The list of factors includes: relevance, 
credibility, user involvement, quality of evaluation, contextual factors, to name 
the most common factors discussed in the literature (Shulha et. al. 1997). 
Recently, the importance of considering contextual factors in relation to use 
has been highlighted by many scholars.

How use is conceptualized is also related to what is considered to be 
important factors to enhance and facilitate use. Symbolic use and credibility 
factors, and process use and contextual factors are related to each other, for 
example.

Empirical studies searching for the relative importance of different factors 
affecting evaluation use have arrived at different conclusions. Cousin and 
Leithwood (1986) suggest that ‘quality’, ‘sophistication’ and ‘intensity of 
evaluation methods’ are the most influential factors, whereas Levin (1987) has 
found contextual factors which explain evaluation use. Some studies of 
evaluation use show that evaluators working in close collaboration with 
stakeholders tend to generate more positive feedback to evaluation findings 
(Cousins & Earl, 1995; Green, 1988).74 The type of evaluation undertaken as 
well as the adopted role of the evaluator has implications for use in general 
and process use in particular.   

Although Forss & Samset (1999) do not explicitly discuss the use of 
evaluation systems, they pay attention to how evaluations in the context of 

74 A major concern in advocacy approaches to evaluation is the risk of undesirable 
influences and bias. In other words extensive use can be related to unjustifiable influence 
on the evaluation. Some scholars suggest that collaborative approaches should be limited to 
formative evaluation (Ayers, 1987; Cousins & Earl, 1995). Other scholars, however, do not 
agree with such limitation (Fetterman, 1994). 
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evaluation systems are used or not used by development organizations while 
dealing with uncertainty. The information provided by evaluations was found 
to be “weak, mixed and routine.” The accuracy and legitimacy of the findings 
were weak, evaluations sent mixed signals because of an overload of questions 
leading to inconsistent and incoherent messages, and when diminishing pay 
off and programme failure become routine, alarm reports are considered to be 
normal with reduced impact. 

Apparently, in the 1990s there has been a contextual orientation in 
research on evaluation use. There are also differences among context-oriented 
scholars, primarily concerning the epistemological, political and structural (or 
process) assumptions. Guba and Lincoln (1989), advocating a constructivist 
approach to evaluation, view evaluation use as knowledge construction. From 
their perspective, evaluation use takes place in the evaluation process of 
constructing knowledge. Green (1990) and King (1988), inspired by Weiss 
(1998), draw attention to the fact that evaluation is embedded in specific 
political contexts which in turn influence evaluation use. Evaluations take 
place in administrative and political settings where stakeholders compete to 
influence the programme under scrutiny as well as the evaluation. Use in 
multi-actor contexts becomes a matter of utilizing evaluation for one’s own 
course of action or as support for collective action.

Models to understand and examine evaluation use 
In order to understand and examine evaluation use, it is also helpful to use 
some kind of framework. The use can be understood and examined in relation 
to a political-administrative context, for example. Vedung (1997:268 ff.) refers 
to the Engineering Model for utilisation of evaluation. In this model politicians 
develop programmes and set goals. They also commission evaluation research 
into means. Evidence-based knowledge about means is used to make rational 
decisions. In the next step the decisions and programmes are implemented 
through a hierarchical implementation change. This model is based on an 
assumption of a rational organization, and evaluation use is used instru-
mentally in this model as a means in a “goal-directed problem-solving 
process” (ibid: 269). 

Evaluation use can also be interpreted in the light of learning and action 
theories. According to a dominant learning theory (Devine and Hart, 1989; 
Vedung, 1997:270f.), learning follows three logical steps: knowledge – 
attitudes – action.75 By contrast the so-called dissonance-attribution theory assumes 
that the process of learning goes the other way around, i.e. action – attitudes – 
knowledge.

75 These scholars use the terms cognitive for knowledge, affective for attitudes, and 
conative for action or conduct. 
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Mark and Henry (2004) address the fact that shortcomings still exist in 
research on evaluation use. In their view the underlying mechanisms influ-
encing use have been paid inadequate attention. Therefore they have 
developed a programme theory for evaluation itself, referred to as the theory 
of evaluation influence. This theory pays attention to “the change process 
through which evaluation influences attitudes, motivations and action”. It is 
their firm intention to understand the mechanisms which can explain changes 
initiated by evaluations. The theory assumes that a number of general 
mechanisms can explain evaluation influence, i.e. elaboration, heuristics, 
persuasions, justification, policy discussion, for example. The theory also 
assumes the pathways through which evaluation lead to cognitive, 
motivational and behavioural changes, on an individual, inter-personal (group) 
and organizational level. In other words they combine evaluation use with the 
factors or mechanisms that can explain evaluation influence. 

Henrik Schaumburg-Müller (2005) provides a theoretical framework for 
evaluating foreign aid from different organizational perspectives. He discusses 
how one can understand and evaluate foreign aid in general and Danida’s pro-
grammes and policies in particular. One of the perspectives is the rational 
perspective, which is similar to the engineering model mentioned above. This 
perspective is based on the assumption of a well-informed and goal-oriented 
organization. Evaluation can also be viewed from a learning organization 
perspective, i.e. “a flat organization that is focused on learning and sees evalu-
ation as an integrated part of its operation” (p.210), or a political organization 
perspective where stakeholders’ interests and power structures influence 
evaluation use (p.212). The institutional approach directs attention at norms, 
values, procedures, routines, etc. which matter more than narrowly defined 
results. He argues for an eclectic use of perspectives in order to do justice to 
the uses of Danida’s evaluations. 

To summarize, the theoretical discussion about what is meant by evalu-
ation use and factors/conditions influencing use comprise the following 
shared understanding:

a. evaluation use is a multidimensional concept referring to different 
types of use (conceptual, tactical etc.),  

b. many conditions and factors affect use
c. there has been a shift towards emphasizing contextual conditions 

affecting use 
d. empirical research have arrived at different conclusions about which 

factors are most important for explaining use
e. there are frameworks within which evaluation use can be interpreted
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Annex 4. The background to the management response system

The description of the management response system, its origin and its inter-
vention logic is based on studies of relevant documents and interviews with 
Bo Göransson (former Director General of Sida), Bengt Ekman (Chief 
Controller of Sida), Ann-Marie Fallenius (former head of UTV) and Eva 
Lithman (present head of UTV).

In 1996/97 UTV initiated a project and a study, “Using the evaluation 
tool”, which, according to Ann Marie Fallenius, was one of the starting points 
for the development of the management response (MRE) system.  The study 
focused on the evaluation processes within Sida – how evaluations are initi-
ated, produced, distributed and put to use. It was divided into two phases, one 
mainly dealing with Sida’s internal handling of evaluations, the other more 
focusing on the field and the stakeholders that are actively involved in the 
planning and implementation of a particular project as well as those supposed 
to benefit from the aid intervention. The report76 from the first phase of the 
study found many shortcomings in the evaluation processes. A summary of 
the findings was presented in a memorandum77 from Ann Marie Fallenius, at 
that time head of UTV. The memo was discussed at a meeting with the 
management of Sida on May 14-15, 1997. The memo stated 

Even if the administrators and coordinators claim that they know Sida’s evaluation policy, 
the answers indicate that the policy has had hardly any influence on activity. Thus there is a 
gap between policy and practice mainly as regards clarity in the formulation of the purpose, 
application and analysis of evaluation criteria, objectivity and comprehensiveness and 
concerning the participation of the recipient country.78 page 8

Fallenius suggested that specific routines for writing comments and to 
establish an action plan brought about by an evaluation report should be 
implemented (a management response system). She also indicated that a 
system similar to the one valid for the internal audit could be used. 

Engaging Sida employees in the follow-up of projects, which they were 
responsible for, was also expected to bring about improved learning. 

76 Carlsson J., Forss K., Metell K., Segnestam L. and Strömberg T. Using the evaluation 
tool. Sida Studies in Evaluation 97/1 
77 UTV and Sida’s evaluation activities – thoughts about reforms of Sida’s evaluation 
system. UTV 1997-05-06 
78 In Swedish: Även om alla handläggare och samordnare i studien säger sig känna till Sidas 
utvärderingspolicy tyder dock svaren på att policyn knappast har haft några synbara effek-
ter på verksamheten. Det finns sålunda ett gap mellan policy och praktik främst när det 
gäller tydlighet vid formulering av syfte, tillämpning och analys av utvärderingskriterier, 
objektivitet och allsidighet samt i fråga om mottagarlandets deltagande i processen. 
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In the report79 on the second phase of the project “Using the evaluation 
tool” conclusions and recommendations from the whole study are given. 
Briefly the seven recommendations were: 

1. a revision of Sida’s evaluation policy 
2. a new evaluation manual with less emphasis on the report itself, but 

more on what will happen after the report has been produced 
3. building evaluation capacity in the co-operating countries 
4. better distribution of the evaluation results in reports, seminars, etc. 
5. introduction of participatory evaluation methods 
6. improving the evaluation process by competitive bidding, better 

instructions to evaluators and increased focus on facilitating utilisation 
7. involving representatives from the recipient country in the process of 

evaluating tenders for an evaluation 

The shortcomings of the evaluation processes were continuously discus-
sed and reflected upon during the lifespan of the project. In interviews the 
persons involved have expressed some of their thinking during this time 

We spend a lot of money producing evaluations, we get very interesting results, but the 
weakness in our system is how to carry out the recommendations. We saw that year after 
year evaluations were performed, the conclusions and recommendations in the reports are the 
same, and we ask ourselves why. Is it because the recommendations were not implemented, or 
are the problems not solvable.80 Fallenius, interview 2004-12-22

79 Carlsson J., Eriksson-Baaz M., Fallenius A. M., and Lövgren E. Are evaluations useful?. 
Sida Studies in Evaluation 99/1. 
80 In Swedish: ”Alltså jag tror att vi, ett stort problem med hela utvärderingsverksamheten 
är ju uppföljningen av utvärderingens, vi kallar det ofta 10 000-kronors frågan. Dvs. att 
man lägger ner mycket pengar på att genomföra utvärderingar, man får fram mycket intres-
santa resultat, men svagheten i systemet är hur man ska genomför åtgärdsförslagen. Och vi 
såg ju att år efter år genomförde man utvärderingar, man har ungefär samma förslag och 
rekommendationer i utvärderingarna, och vi frågar oss varför det är på det sättet. Är det 
pga. av att de inte genomförs eller är det olösliga problem.” 
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We received recommendations of some kind from consultants. I thought that those recom-
mendations, wherever they may have come from, were never subjected to thorough 
examination, but taken at their face value – this was what the consultant thought and so it 
must be right.  I said that a thorough examination had to be carried out as we cannot be 
sure that a consultant who has studied these matters for three or six weeks has come up with 
the right or at any rate not all the right solutions.81 Göransson, interview 2004-12-21 

Thus there were fears both that the project/programme officer in charge 
did not care about the recommendations and that the recommendations from 
the consultants were not drawn from an overall Sida perspective. 

The learning aspect, already mentioned in Fallenius’ memo, seems to have 
been important for Sida at that time. Bengt Ekman, Chief Controller, who 
was asked by the Director General to produce a system for handling the 
results from evaluations, expresses this in the following way 

… we should be clear about how we handled our evaluations. This is an important issue, 
not at least for long-term learning. … We had just started to develop our thinking about 
learning and we had coined the concept “Sida as a learning organization” and “the 
organizational learning”.82 Ekman, interview 2005-01-26

 Another important issue was the documentation of Sida’s reaction to 
evaluation results 

… And this (the MRE-system) is one way of documenting so that we could check 
afterwards that something had been done or what the reflections about the results of the study 
were. It is very important because many evaluations had been carried out where nobody knew 
anything about the decisions that had been taken regarding the result of this evaluation. 
This is very important to know and to have documented.83 Fallenius, interview 2004-12-22 

81 In Swedish:” Vi fick från konsulter som gjorde någonting och kom med rekommen-
dationer av något slag. Jag tycke att rekommendationerna, var de än kom ifrån, så utsattes de 
inte för vad jag kallade för tuggmotstånd, utan man tog de som de var: konsulten har alltså 
tyckt detta och då måste det vara rätt. Och jag sa att vi måste till med tuggmotstånd, för det 
är inte säkert att en konsult som har studerat dessa frågor i sex veckor eller tre veckor att de 
har kommit upp med de rätta, eller i alla fall inte med alla de rätta lösningarna” 
82 In Swedish: ” … vi borde vara tydliga hur vi hanterade våra utvärderingar. Det är ju en 
viktig fråga, inte minst för det långsiktiga lärandet. … Och vi hade också börjat utveckla 
vårt tänkande om lärande. Och vi hade då myntat begreppet ”Sida som en lärande organ-
isation” och ”det organisatoriska lärande” etc.” 
83 In Swedish: ”Och det var ju ett sätt att dokumentera så att man kunde följa upp i efter-
hand, att man har gjord någonting, eller funderingarna kring utvärderingsresultaten. Så det 
är ju också väldigt vikigt, för att många utvärderingar hade gjort och man hade ingen aning 
om vilka beslut som fattades med anledning av den här utvärderingen. Det är väldigt vikigt 
att veta och få det dokumenterat.” 
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Consistency and learning. These were the two. Now I do not have the decision in front of me, 
but I seem to remember that these were the two reasons or aims. Both the clarity of what we 
had done, and about who should do things. It was not only a general intention that Sida 
should improve in one or another aspect, but also to name specific departments – and send a 
very clear message for somebody to do something.84 Ekman, interview 2005-01-26 

Another fact that was taken into account when the system was about to be 
developed was that Sida, as mentioned in Fallenius’ PM,  already had a 
working system for handling external and internal audits. This, and a similar 
system in the World Bank, served as a model for the new system. Bengt 
Ekman says: 

I looked at how we had handled reports from the State Audit Institution and how we 
handled our internal audits. … I believe that I picked something from the World Bank, 
from their MRE system, and I must have taken the name from there. … I think that I 
sneaked a glance at the way they did it in Denmark, perhaps not, but it was most of all the 
World Bank.85 Ekman, interview 2005-01-26

In November 1998 Ekman presented a suggestion to the Director 
General, who decided accordingly. In the decision it is stated: 

The most important reasons, in short, for introducing systematic ways of taking decisions are 
to make Sida more effective by strengthening learning and to ensure clear lines of 
responsibility  with the aim of removing identified problems and shortcomings.86

Sida decision Gd 158/98

The decision describes what actions should be taken after an internal audit 
or an evaluation report has been produced. The procedures are normally 
referred to as the Management Response system and the documents produced 
as the management response to the specific report.

84 In Swedish:” Stadga och lärande. Det var de två. Nu har jag inte beslutet framför mig, 
men det vill jag minnas att de var de två skälen eller syftet. Och både tydligheten vad vi 
gjort och tydlighet vem som ska göra saker. Så det var inte bara en allmän ambition att Sida 
skulle bli bättre på det ena eller annat, utan också peka ut enskilda avdelningar, att skicka en 
väldigt tydlig uppgift till någon att göra något.” 
85 In Swedish: ” Jag tittade på hur vi hade hanterat rapporteringar från Riksrevisionsverket 
och hur vi hanterade rapporteringen från internrevisionen.  …..    Jag tror att jag plockade 
upp något från Världsbanken, från deras MRE-system, och själva termen stal jag säkert 
därifrån. … Jag tror att jag sneglade på hur de hade gjort i Danmark, kanske inte, men det 
var framförallt Världsbanken. ” 
86 De viktigaste motiven, kortfattat, för att införa systematiska ställningstaganden är att 
effektivisera Sida genom att stärka lärandet och säkerställa klara ansvarslinjer för åtgärder I 
syfte att undanröja identifierade problem och brister. 
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The administrative procedures to be undertaken according to the decision 
differ for various types of evaluations. For centralized evaluations, i.e. evalu-
ations initiated by UTV, the procedures are more elaborate and involve the 
director general, Sida’s board and Sida’s management group. The chief 
controller plays an important role in the procedures.  

The procedures for decentralized evaluations, i.e. evaluations initiated by 
departments, embassies or units, are similar, but the roles of the director 
general and the chief controller are assumed by the departmental head or 
similar, and the department controller. It is up to the department, unit or 
embassy to decide whether to pass on information further about the results 
within or outside Sida.

In a later decision, Sida’s Evaluation Policy87, routines and responses from 
departments and from Sida’s management are mentioned in a specific section. 
In it, the MRE system is not explicitly mentioned, but there is a reference to 
the original decision. The instructions are the same with the exception that the 
overall judgement of the evaluation report is not mentioned. Our 
interpretation is that the original decision is still in force.  

In yet another decision88 the Evaluation Policy is included in Sida’s system 
of rules. 

In the original decision about MREs89 it was stated that all MREs on 
UTV-initiated evaluations should be presented to Sida’s management. How-
ever, in 2004 a change was made. According to the former Chief Controller it 
was decided not to take up all UTV evaluations and corresponding MREs in 
the whole management group, just the ones that are judged to be of more 
general interest. The others are presented to management subgroups. 

We instituted a change a year or two ago. Before that all UTV-initiated evaluations were 
taken up in our management group – we changed this about a year ago. We take up those 
who are judged to be of a general interest … the decision order is the same, the DG decides 
the MRE for all of them, but we do not discuss all of them in our management for capacity 
reasons 90           Ekman, interview 2005-04-20

87 Gd 146/99 
88 Gd 45/01 
89 Gd 158/98 
90  In Swedish: Vi gjorde ju en förändring för nåt år sen eller ett och ett halvt, att innan dess 
som jag har beskrivit här, alla utvärderingar som UTV har gjort, togs upp i vår samlade 
verksledning, det ändrade vi för ett år sen. Att vi tar upp dom som bedöms vara av ett 
generellt intresse… alltså beslutsordningen är den samma, generaldirektören fastställer ett 
MR för allihopa, men vi tar inte upp alla till en diskussion in vår verksledning, av kapa-
citetsskäl. 
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It should be mentioned that the procedures for audits and evaluations 
differ in the decision-making process. Audits are proposed by UTV to Sida’s 
Board, which decides whether they should be carried out. The decision of the 
MRE concerning audits is also taken by the board. Likewise evaluations are 
proposed by UTV and decided by the board, but the MREs of evaluations, 
however, are decided by the Director General and then presented to the 
board. The way this presentation is to be made and by whom is not specified 
in the original decision (Gd 158/98). It seems as if the board is given a written 
document once a year that summarizes evaluations and MREs. 

We never present proposals for MRs to Sida’s board, but sometimes, as the board does not 
meet very often and they have a lot of matters to deal with, we present an evaluation that is, 
or that be regarded as being of general interest. …. Once a year I hand in a short summary 
to the board containing both internal audits and evaluations and the measures (taken) …91

                 Ekman, interview 2005-04-20 

The two main reasons for implementing the MRE system were – according to 
the interview with Ekman – consistency and learning. This was also stated in 
Decision 158/98 of the Director General, which also states that these two 
factors will increase Sida’s efficiency. The means to achieve this goal are thus 
the different procedures in the MRE system. However, the mechanisms are 
not explicitly stated. 

In Fallenius’ memo and also in the interviews the learning that takes place 
further down in the hierarchy is also said to be of importance. It depends on 
the type of evaluation available.

Well, it is always the management that is responsible but obviously it depends on what the 
evaluation does.92 Fallenius, interview 2004-12-22

91 In Swedish: Vi presenterar aldrig förslag till MR till vår styrelse, däremot så gör vi så i 
ibland beroende på, styrelsen träffas inte så ofta och dom har mycket ärenden, att man 
presenterar en utvärdering i styrelsen, som är av… kan bedömas vara av generellt intresse. 
… och gör då en kort sammanställning som jag lämnar till styrelsen varje år, både då på 
internrevisioner och på utvärderingar och går igenom vilka åtgärder (som vidtagits). 
92 In Swedish: ” Ja, det är alltid ledningen som är ansvarig, men det är klart att det beror på 
vad en utvärdering genomför.” 
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It is obvious that different evaluations have different focuses. Some are broader, some 
are more thematic and some have a narrower focus even if UTV is behind them. So 
the group of people concerned vary depending on the choice of the evaluation object.93

Ekman, interview 2005-01-26

For both centralized and decentralized evaluations the purpose of the 
management response system is the same, and the MRE document should 
contain the same type of information. In this way the management response 
system will give structure to the working procedures at Sida and make them 
consistent. Different groups of Sida’s staff will also have the opportunity to 
learn from evaluations that are interesting to them. 

93  In Swedish: ” Ja, det är klart att olika utvärderingar har olika fokus. En del är mer breda, 
en del mer tematiska, en del har smalare fokus, även om det är UTV som står bakom dem. 
Så kretsen av berörda varierar i och med valet av utvärderingsobjekt. 
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Annex 5. Implementation of the management response system 

The MRE system was launched in 1999. For the period 1999 – 2003 199 
“Sida Evaluation” reports were produced.94 During the same period 6695

Management Responses were produced in addition to the evaluation reports. 
On average, MREs have been produced for a third of the reports. As 
indicated in Diagram 1, implementation of the MRE system has been slow in 
terms of produced MRE documents. In 1999, the first year of the MRE 
system, an MRE was only produced for four reports (12%). MRE documents 
were compiled for 50% of the evaluation reports in 2002, and in 2003, the last 
year investigated in this evaluation, 19 reports (46%) were supplemented with 
MREs. Thus, the MRE system has slowly been implemented, and around 50% 
of the evaluations are currently completed with MREs. 

Comparison between evaluations with and without MREs 
To find out how the system has been implemented in the organization we 
examined what characterizes evaluations that have MREs compared with 
those that do not. There might be differences between units and departments 
and various types of evaluations in the number of MREs produced. 

Does size of the evaluation matter? One way to measure this is to count 
the number of man weeks spent on evaluations. Diagram 2 indicates that there 
are no big differences between evaluations with and without MREs when 
measured in terms of man weeks. Around one third of the reports of various 

94 For the same period 26 “Sida Studies in Evaluation” reports were produced according to 
Sida’s own website and for six of these, management responses have been worked out. 
These reports and MREs have not been examined in this evaluation. 
95 In addition, no evaluation reports can be found for twelve MRE documents during the 
same period. 

Diagram 1. Number of Sida evaluation reports
1999-2003.
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sizes have MREs, which corresponds fairly well to the average number of 
MREs produced for all evaluations. However, one exception is the two 
biggest evaluations (over 49 man weeks). For neither of these reports was an 
MRE produced.

Note: Information is available for 128 reports 

Another way to measure evaluation size is to count the amount of money 
spent on evaluations. A majority of Sida’s evaluations (64%) cost between 
SEK 100 and 500 000.96 In contrast to Diagram 2, size matters somewhat 
when measured in terms of cost. As indicated in Diagram 3, MREs are more 
often produced for the cheapest and the most expensive evaluations.97

Taken together, there is no clear cut correlation between size and quality.98

If size and quality had been correlated, one could assume that major 
evaluations are more reliable and valid for developing MREs. However, this 
was not always the case. 

96 Information on evaluation cost is available for 121 evaluations (56%). 
97 53% of the cheapest (costing less than SEK 50 000) and 44% of evaluations that cost 
over SEK 500 000 have MREs compared with 27% of evaluations that cost between SEK 
200-500 000, which is the typical size of a Sida evaluation. 
98 Two large evaluations (costing more than SEK 1 000 000) turned out to be of high 
quality, whereas two medium evaluations (SEK 300 000) were of rather low quality.  
Surprisingly, one small evaluation (SEK 60 000) is of fairly high quality. Size measured in 
terms of man weeks also has weak correlation with quality. Thus there is no clear correlation 
between size and quality. 

Diagram 2. Man weeks spent on Sida evaluations 
1999-2003.
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Note: Information is available for 145 reports 

So far the statistics indicates that implementation of the MRE system has 
been slow and that the size of the evaluation matters very little. What then is 
the overall picture of implementation throughout the organization? Are there 
departments and units that have implemented the MRE system more than 
others?

Sida is currently organized into 12 departments and a Secretariat for 
Evaluation and Internal Audit. Sida also has a field organization with field 
offices as part of Swedish embassies and delegations (Sida, 2003 Sida at work).

Sida is organized into four regional departments. These four departments 
have produced 71 evaluation reports during these five years, which equate to 
one third of all Sida evaluation reports.99 Obviously, the departments differ 
considerably in the number of evaluation reports being produced,100 but also 
to what extent MREs have been produced in relation to the reports. All in all, 
MREs have been produced for 28 regional departmental reports (39%). 
Notably, the departments also differ significantly regarding the extent to 
which MREs have been produced. As indicated in Diagram 4, Sida-East has 
produced more MREs than the other regional departments. Half of Sida-
East’s reports have MREs, whereas RELA has only produced three MREs in 
response to the evaluations (i.e. for 20% of the reports). One explanation for 

99 Four of these reports have been produced in collaboration with UTV and one with EBC. 
100 AFRA has produced 10 reports, ASIA 9, RELA 15 and Sida-East 37 reports. Sida-East 
is the department that has produced most evaluation reports. 

Diagram 3. Cost of Sida evaluations with and without
management responses 1999-2003.
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the differences is that Sida-East does not have a field organization and thus 
takes care of more evaluation itself in comparison with the other regional 
departments.

Sida is also organized into five sector departments.101 One third of all Sida’s 
evaluation reports are produced by sector departments (36%). Each depart-
ment, including subunits, has produced around 20 evaluation reports during 
these five years. SEKA is the only department that has produced fewer 
reports. When the amount of MREs produced is examined, we can see that 
three departments (DESO, INEC and NATUR) have produced significantly 
fewer MREs (for only 13-21% of evaluations), while SAREC and SEKA have 
produced MREs for roughly a third of all evaluation reports (Diagram 5). 

101 The five departments are: the Department for Democracy and Social Development 
(DESO); Infrastructure and Economic Cooperation (INEC); Natural Resources and 
Environment (NATUR); Research Cooperation (SAREC); and Cooperation with Non-
Governmental Organizations, Humanitarian Assistance and Conflict Management (SEKA). 

Diagram 4. Evaluation reports at Sida's regional 
departments 1999-2003
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In addition, UTV (Secretariat for Evaluation and Internal Audit) produced 16 
reports during these five years. If the evaluations made in collaboration with 
other departments are excluded, UTV itself is responsible for eleven reports. 
The chief controller has also produced 14 MRE documents. In other words 
roughly 90% of UTV’s evaluation reports have been completed with an MRE. 

Sida departments and embassies have a commission to undertake evalu-
ations and produce MREs. During the five-year period eight embassies 

Diagram 6. Sida evaluation reports produced 
at embassies, 1999-2003.
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Diagram 5. Evaluation reports at Sida's sector
departments 1999-2003.
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produced 18 evaluation reports. As indicated in Diagram 6, the Swedish 
embassy in Zimbabwe stands for almost half of all reports. Three embassies 
have produced eight MREs and the Swedish embassy in Zimbabwe is also the 
one that has produced most MREs. 75% of the embassy’s evaluations are 
completed with MREs. 

The available statistics on Sida evaluations can also be used to probe 
whether or not particular characteristics of the evaluation are correlated to the 
implementation of the MRE system. It could be that implementation of 
MREs varies in relation to the timing or phase of the evaluation, as well as in 
relation to distribution channel on which information is available.  

Evaluations are produced and delivered at different stages of a project or 
programme, end of phase, end of project evaluation and mid-term evaluation. 
Most evaluations (69%) are end-of-phase evaluations, and two out of ten 
(19%) are mid-term evaluations. As indicated in Diagram 7, there is no major 
difference between mid-term and end-of-project evaluations as regards MREs. 
One third (35%) of all mid-term evaluations and slightly fewer end-of-project 
evaluations (28%) are completed with an MRE. 

Note: Information is available for 139 reports 

When measured in terms of the distribution channel, evaluations 
associated with the NGO channel are more frequently completed with an 
MRE (Diagram 8). By contrast, evaluations referring to the bilateral channel, 
which is the main channel used for the distribution of support, have fewer 
MREs (26%). Thus, evaluations where the NGO channel is evaluated are 
more often completed with an MRE. 

Diagram 7. Sida evaluations with different timing
1999-2003.
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Note: Information is available for 137 reports 

To sum up, implementation of the MRE system has been slow and partial. 
On average, a third of the evaluations have MREs. Three departments/units, 
GD (UTV evaluations) (90%), Sida-East (51%) and the embassy of 
Zimbabwe (75%), have implemented the MRE system most extensively. 
MREs are also more often produced for evaluations where the NGOs are 
partners in distributing support.

Diagram 8. Sida evaluations distinguished by channel 

56

11
27

20

19

4

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Bilateral Multi NGO 

with MREs 

without MREs

Number of 
reports:  



85



86

Annex 6. Assessment of 11 Sida evaluation reports and 21 MRE documents 

Eleven Sida evaluation reports and corresponding MRE documents produced 
for the period 2000-2003 are examined in more detail in this annex. In 
addition 10 MRE documents produced in 2003 are described according to the 
same criteria. 
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Report # 1 (00/7) 
The first report Twinning Cooperation between Riga Water Company and Stockholm Water 
Company paid attention to in this evaluation is a mid-term evaluation commissioned 
by Sida-East, i.e. the department which undertakes most evaluations and which also 
produces the highest amount of management responses. The size of the evaluation 
is typical of a Sida evaluation (SEK 300 000 or 8 man weeks). The report and the 
MRE were compiled in the year 2000, the second year with the MRE system in 
place.

The overall goal of twinning cooperation is to support the Baltic water utilities 
in the process of transforming them into independent, well-managed, financially 
self-sustaining municipality companies, and to promote sustainable environmental 
management around the Baltic Sea. The support is divided into an institutional 
development programme and a priority investment programme. The Sida support 
is SEK 37 m and the total support is around SEK 800 m. 

The purpose of the mid-term review, according to the terms of reference, is to 
assess Sida’s support for the twinning arrangement and the results achieved so far, 
and also to assist the planning and implementation of the remaining period of the 
twining cooperation. 

The evaluation team presented 25 conclusions in the report. The team 
concluded that the twinning arrangements have essentially achieved their overall 
goal. Although progress has been made in all areas, much work remains to be done 
and the Riga Water Company is still “behind international benchmarks of 
institutional, technical, financial and environmental efficiency”. 

The 25 recommendations presented in the report are directed to Sida, the 
Stockholm Water Company, the Riga Water Company, Riga Municipality and 
donors and financial institutions. Most recommendations are very specific. Sida, 
should “include pre-determined terms of reference, measurable targets in 
technical… performance”, and “request fewer, shorter, but more informative 
reports”, for examples. The Riga Company is recommended to “voluntarily adopt 
limited liability or joint stock company status…”. 

An assessment of the report, summarized in table a, shows that the evaluation 
report is of partly acceptable quality in terms of the clarification of purpose and 
method (scoring 2.4 on a 4-grade scale). However, most information about purpose 
and method is found in the terms of reference, only a short section on 
methodology is found in the main report. The evaluation analysis presented in the 
report is not very persuasive (1.5). Results are presented without further analysis or 
discussion. Nevertheless, the conclusions and recommendations are specific and 
unambiguous (2.6). 

The management response comprises a summary of the conclusions indicating 
that Sida’s support is stimulating and supporting the transformation process in the 
Water Company. There is also a short summary of the recommendations. The 
MRE also reports that some of the recommendations have been implemented, 
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without comment. The MRE indicates that the evaluation has been used 
instrumentally and for learning. 

Report #2 (01/11) 
The evaluation of Democracy and Human Rights in Georgia is a typical Sida evaluation 
in terms of size (SEK 400 000), responsible department (Sida-East), timing (end of 
phase), and the distribution channel (bilateral). The report was produced in 2001, 
i.e. during the third year with the MRE system. 

The project started in 1996, five years after Georgia’s independence. The 
objectives of the five projects are: to promote democratic governance; increase 
gender equality between women and men; support the development of local self-
government; promote human rights by strengthening the capacity of the Public 
Defender’s Office; contribute to insight as to how the international community 
views human rights. 

The purpose of the evaluation is to assess the achievements (relevance, results, 
effects and sustainability) of the five projects for the promotion of democratic 
governance and human rights in Georgia.

The conclusions are presented for each project separately and then related to 
the purpose of the evaluation. There is also a general summary of conclusions and 
recommendations on three pages at the end of the report.

In all, the evaluators present 19 conclusions. One overall conclusion is that all 
projects have “contributed to the process of change in Georgia towards open and 
more accountable state structures” and that the five projects “have met their overall 
objectives, but to a varying degree”. There are also conclusions on a less general 
level. The participants in the different projects have attained “a wider frame of 
reference” and “learnt new methods of work in contact with colleagues abroad”, 
for example. Concerning the quality of implemented seminars and workshops, 
“many of them suffered from poor preparation at the local level”. The evaluators 
also conclude that it is difficult to see how the impact can persist after support has 
been ended “without sustained Georgian involvement”.  

The report also comprises 15 recommendations, for examples, “The much 
delayed IT component should be completed as soon as possible, the work plan of 
any future project should include an element of cooperation with…, contracts 
should be awarded for local IT consultants”….  Most recommendations are 
specific and unambiguous.

A qualitative assessment of the evaluation report indicates that the conclusions 
and the recommendations score 2.5, which means that they are partly acceptable to 
acceptable. However, the clarification of purpose and method (1.9), and the 
evaluation analysis (1.8) are not acceptable or only partly acceptable. A reader of 
this report cannot control and become convinced about the empirical and logical 
support for the conclusions and recommendations. There are many conclusions 
and the way they are presented makes it difficult to arrive at a clear and 
comprehensive picture of the five projects together.



91

There is no assessment of the evaluation reported in the MRE document. All 
recommendations are simply pasted in a table. Surprisingly, a recommendation not 
found in the report is listed in the MRE (“Project coordination must be prioritised 
in the future”). The Management Response is very short and scant. Some of the 
recommendations are accounted for, others not, but without reasons being given. 
A commentary document has been attached to the MRE, dated after the follow up 
of the action plan. This is an interesting document because it indicates that the 
MRE process is to some extent continuing. It states that four out of five projects 
were terminated after the evaluation and that the recommendations have been 
considered and certain measures have been taken for future action. However, the 
recommendation that Sida should avoid multilateral cooperation (i.e. UNDP) is not 
acknowledged. The reason given is that the problems addressed were linked to the 
specific project.  

Report # 3 (01/34)
This report and evaluation process is analysed in Annex 7. 

Report # 4 (02/15) 
The evaluation of the regional Centre for Reproductive Health, Research and 
Training (CRHRT), Harare, Zimbabwe, was commissioned by SAREK. The 
evaluation is an ex ante oriented evaluation to be used for the design of future 
Sida/SAREC and Sida/Health support. The evaluation is rather small (SEK 
100 000). 

Sida/SAREC and Sida/Health have jointly funded activities undertaken by the 
regional centre, i.e. to initiate and coordinate reproductive health research of 
significance to the region and disseminate research findings. In March 1999, a two-
year agreement was signed between Sida/SAREC at the University of Zimbabwe as 
the host institution for the centre. 

The purpose of the evaluation is to assess how future support from Sida should 
be designed so as to be of maximum benefit for research, capacity building and 
health care improvement in the area. 

The main conclusion is that the CRHRT has been of the greatest relevance, and 
the pilot activities have been successful with important networking and promising 
training courses, at the same time as some of the goals have not been achieved. The 
evaluator recommends that future support by Sida for research capacity building 
should continue to be implemented by the supported university. For Sida/Health 
and Sida/SAREC the main lesson learned should be that a network centre for 
reproductive health research requires continuous funding and support. 

An assessment of the evaluation report indicates that the explication of purpose 
and method are acceptable to partly acceptable in terms of comprehensiveness and 
clarity (2.8), whereas the evaluation analysis is partly acceptable (2). There is a 
systematic and relevant analysis and explication of results, but no integration of 
results from other studies and no assessment of the initiative in relation to Sida’s 
overall goals. The conclusions and recommendations are comprehensive and clear 
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(2.8). Criticism can be raised because main stakeholders’ interpretations of findings 
have not been accounted for. However, the report suggests that a dialogue should 
take place afterwards. 

The management response document comprises a summary of the object of 
evaluation and the major findings. Furthermore, it lists the recommendations in a 
table together with Sida’s action plan. Thus, there is no overall assessment of the 
evaluation and no comments or reasons given for the findings and recommen-
dations. Despite this, the action plan is fairly clear and specific. One action, based 
on the recommendation, is to arrange a regional meeting with the various 
stakeholders for a discussion of the way forward. 

Report #5 (02/33) 
This report is discussed in Annex 7. 

Report # 6 (02/40) 
The evaluation of “Evolving Strategies for the Better Health and Development of 
Adolescent/Young People” is an end-of-phase evaluation initiated by the Embassy of 
Sweden in India and commissioned by the Sida Department for Democracy and 
Social Development (DESO) and DCO at the Embassy of Sweden. The object of 
evaluation is a collaboration project between MAMTA (Health Institute for Mother 
and Child, New Delhi) and RFSU (Swedish Association for Sexuality Education, 
Stockholm), supported with SEK 10 m by Sida for the period 2000-2003. The 
evaluation is a typical Sida evaluation in terms of size (SEK 220 000). 

The objects of the project are to access and facilitate the process of young 
people taking up the issue of sexual and reproductive health, collecting existing 
information and establishing an information centre, establishing countrywide 
networking, and strengthening MAMTA’s capacity to play a key role in this work. 

The purpose of the evaluation is to assess the project’s relevance, performance 
and success to date, and it is emphasized that the evaluation should be forward-
looking, identifying early signs of potential impact and sustainability of results. 

The evaluators’ present seven overall and twice as many specific conclusions. 
They conclude that the project has been very efficient in implementing all activities 
according to plans and budgets. The effectiveness is still to be determined, whereas 
the relevance is high as far as contributing to “Young people’s reproductive and 
sexual health and rights”( YRHSR). Regarding impact and sustainability, the project 
has partly been successful. 

There are a great number of recommendations (31) in this report. Five 
recommendations are more general. MAMTA needs to develop quality assurance 
for YRHSR in the years ahead. Secondly, the twinning arrangement between RFSU 
and MAMTA needs to become much clearer. A third recommendation is directed 
at Sida: Sida should provide an expert in organizational development to assist, train 
and facilitate the further consolidation of MAMTA. 

An assessment of the evaluation report shows that the quality is high. The 
purpose and methods are acceptable in terms of comprehensiveness and clarity, 
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where only minor criticism can be raised (2.9). The same hold true for the 
evaluation analysis (3). The only weak point is the absence of assessment of Sida’s 
overall goals. Conclusions and recommendations are outstanding (3.75) except an 
explicit clarification of the limits of the evaluation. 

An examination of the MRE document indicates that the overall assessment of 
the evaluation is partly acceptable (2). The evaluation has been discussed with the 
main actors or target groups, but an assessment of relevance and accuracy is absent. 
The usefulness is not discussed, but it is stated that the parties are prepared to 
comply with the recommendations. The response, in terms of comments, reasons 
and descriptions of learning is absent (1.2). Although it is not stated, the reader can 
figure out that considerations and plans for disseminating the evaluation report 
have been made. 

Thus, this is an example of a high-quality evaluation report and a rather weak 
management response, except for the action plan. 

Report # 7 (03/03) 
The evaluation Deseret's Response to the Challenge of HIV/AIDS in Zimbabwe is a small 
evaluation (SEK 50 000). It is not quite clear if it is the Swedish embassy in 
Zimbabwe or AFRA who commissioned the evaluation. It is a mid-term evaluation 
of Sida’s three year support to Deseret. The implementing partner, Deseret 
International, is a NGO working on education and health care. 

The aim of the school programme is to achieve behavioural change by training 
over 100 000 people, organizing 100 AIDS-free school councils and 50 additional 
community councils. 

The purpose of the mid-term review is to find out whether Deseret has 
achieved its objectives, and assess whether the organization has a sufficient 
administrative structure, whether the programme is cost-effective, whether 
measures have been taken to become sustainable, and whether Deseret has capacity 
for possible expansion.

The conclusions drawn from the evaluation have been integrated in a 
discussion. “Deseret is doing some impressive work on the ground. It has, 
however, not yet met some of its objectives such as evaluating the cost of 
programme  implementation and bringing ‘becoming AIDS free’ to a wider 
audience outside the capital city.”…”… but this is to be expected as it is a young 
organization.”  Another conclusion is that the Deseret organization has problems 
because of weak organization with a poor structure: “Deseret functions along the 
lines associated with a missionary organization where there is a strong vision and 
ideas, but no systems”.

The recommendations are many and most of them are clear and concrete. 
“Hire a manager to put systems in place and run the organization professionally.” 
Four major recommendations terminate the report: Deseret should, by assistance 
of consultant, develop short- and long-term strategies. Secondly, Deseret should 
accept help from a gender consultant in developing gender training. Thirdly, 
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Deseret should carry out “skills audits” and identify board members with skills that 
are required in the organization and finally, a follow up should be carried out. 

This evaluation report is of low quality. The clarification of purpose of method 
(1.9) and the evaluation analysis (1.25) have obvious shortcomings. However, the 
conclusions and in particular the recommendations are rather unambiguous and 
specific (2.5). 

The MRE is an extremely thin document comprising no assessment of the 
evaluation (1) and no explication of the management response (1). As for the 
document, it cannot be assessed as acceptable as a management response. 
However, the action plan is still very clear and specific (3.6). 

Report #8 (03/07) 
See Annex 7 

Report #9 (03/18) 
See Annex 7 

Report #10 (03/24) 
See Annex 7. 

Report #11 (03/28) 
See Annex 7. 
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Annex 7. Six evaluation and management response processes 

The six cases analysed in this annex have been selected to mirror a variation of 
evaluation and management response processes and to provide deeper insight in 
the processes. The cases are not intended to represent Sida evaluation processes in 
general. The following factors were considered in the selection of cases: the 
evaluation subsystem102; the type of evaluation (mid-term/end of project; 
project/programme /policy); responsible department; implementing partners; size; 
conflicts; and partners’ management responses.103

The case study methodology applied scrutinizes the evaluation and MRE 
processes from a multi-actor perspective. The reconstructed processes are based on 
interviews, evaluation reports and MRE documents, and the evaluators’ interpreta-
tions. The focus is on significant aspects of the evaluation and MRE process, such 
as the purpose of evaluation, the need for the evaluation, the evaluation analysis, 
conclusions and recommendations, the perceived quality of evaluation, different 
stakeholders’ experiences, the use and implications of evaluations and MREs. The 
processes are perceived differently by different stakeholders as the following cases 
illustrate. Some of the differences can be explained by various interests and 
positions in the organization. The analysis is mainly based on interviews with key 
persons willing to share experiences with us. The questions and interviewees are 
listed in Annex 11. 

There are some limitations when conclusions are drawn from the case study 
which should be kept in mind when reading this annex: a. the description of the 
processes is not a validated narrative, which means that stakeholders could have 
recalled and interpreted the process differently. There has been no intention to try 
to arrive at a description which everybody can agree to. Furthermore, there are 
persons who could have added more to the picture but who have not been 
interviewed; b. the case studies cannot be used to represent how many or how 
common various features and experiences are. c. the narratives or “the multi-actor 
stories” are dependant on the evaluator and the stories would not be quite the same 
if another evaluator had carried out the interviews and analysis. The stories have 
been synthesized from documents and persons’ experiences of the processes, and 
are thus a construct derived from different sources. The questions asked and the 
dialogue between the interviewees and the evaluator are critical to the results. The 
evaluators’ way of unfolding the processes and ability to extract what took place 
under the surface also indicates an element of subjectivity. Two evaluators have 
reconstructed three stories each. 

102 Two UTV evaluations and four department/embassy evaluations were selected. 
103 In the case of two evaluations, NATUR’s Forestry programmes and RELA’s Diakonia 
evaluation, the partners worked out their own management responses. 
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RELA evaluation of Diakonia  
The evaluation, “Professional Activists or Active Professionals? An Evaluation of Diakonia’s 
Development Cooperation in Latin America 1999-2001” (Sida Evaluation 03/07) was 
commissioned by Sida’s regional department for Latin America (RELA). This mid-
term evaluation is a large evaluation (SEK 1.4 m). The evaluation was carried out 
by a Swedish evaluation team in 2002.

Evaluation object 
The programme under scrutiny is part of a larger Sida programme for the 
promotion of democratic structures and culture, respect for human rights and a 
strengthened civil society. An important part of the Sida programme is Diakonia’s, 
a Swedish NGO’s, development of cooperation and exchange between partner 
organizations in Latin America. This evaluation is about Diakonia’s development 
cooperation financially supported by Sida/RELA and Sida/SEKA (SEK 180 m) 
during the years 1999-2001.  

Commission and evaluation purpose 
According to Terms of References, Diakonia’s programme objectives coincide with 
many of Sida’s strategies and action programmes. Nevertheless, the explicit 
purpose is to “analyze how the Diakonia programme in Latin America coincides 
with Sida’s strategies and action programmes” (p.51). Special emphasis is laid on 
Diakonia’s comparative advantages compared with other potential development 
actors. The commission also includes an assessment of Diakonia’s methods for 
monitoring and following up its own work. 

In terms of reference Sida emphasizes the advantages using Swedish NGOs for 
implementing policies and programmes targeting civil society. Although the 
ongoing collaboration with Diakonia is considered to be working well there is still a 
need for this evaluation. Our interviews indicate that some Sida personnel question 
the large support for Diakonia.104 Thus, the hidden purpose of the evaluation is to 
legitimatize a continuation of support to Diakonia. 

Evaluation analysis 
This evaluation is not based on a specific methodology, but one can easily follow 
how the evaluation has been carried out.105 The evaluation analysis follows the 
questions specified in the terms of references. No explicit method is used for 
comparing Diakonia with other NGOs. The conclusions about Diakonia’s 

104 Sida supports Diakonia directly, through SEKA. In this evaluation, however, Diakonia acts as 
an implementing partner in a Sida programme, which is a second form of financial support for 
Diakonia.
105 It started with the findings and lessons learned in previous monitoring and evaluation reports, 
and a document analysis was also made in the first phase of the evaluation. In the second phase 
the team visited a number of partner countries and carried out interviews. The third phase 
includes the processing and discussion of the findings with the main stakeholders. 
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comparative advantages are based on general assessments of other Swedish NGOs 
as a whole (p.17, 26-28). The analysis concerning the relevance of Diakonia’s 
programmes, and how these are put into practice is based on Diakonia’s problem 
analysis and theoretical framework. The evaluators acknowledge that Diakonia’s 
Latin American programmes are relevant, and that Diakonia’s long-standing 
assistance is appreciated and respected by partners. However, the evaluators think 
that Diakonia builds its support on a weak theoretical framework, and uses 
insufficient definitions for target groups, civil society and popular participation, for 
examples (see main report and Annexes 2 & 4).

Conclusions and recommendations 
A main conclusion is that Diakonia lacks an “adequate theoretical framework” for 
its development work, which has a direct impact at several operational levels. 
Furthermore, Diakonia only vaguely links its programmes to Swedish development 
cooperation’s overarching goal of poverty reduction. Although Diakonia’s work 
and support focus on NGOs and grassroots organizations in Latin America, 
Diakonia argues that their primary target groups are the mobilised and affected 
people reached by their Latin American partner organizations. This line of 
argument is called into question by the evaluators. The evaluation also concludes 
that Diakonia, despite the above shortcomings, has several comparative advantages 
compared with other potential development actors. 

The evaluation team presents as many as 20 recommendations. Six 
recommendations deal with weaknesses concerning Diakonia’s theoretical basis in 
relation to its operational activities. One action to take, recommended by the team, 
is to form a reference group, another to gently phase out the financing of partners 
who do not fit to Diakonia’s thematic work, after it has been developed. Con-
cerning Diakonia’s networking, it demands more elaboration. Sida/RELA and 
Sida/SEKA are recommended to work together more actively with other Sida 
departments in assessing the relevance of Diakonia’s applications. Sida is also 
recommended to work closer to Diakonia in planning and monitoring methods. 
Finally, Sida is advised to commission an impact study of Diakonia’s activities 
during the next phase of financing.

Validity and quality of evaluation 
The evaluation report is of high-quality (3.2) when assessed according to 19 quality 
criteria (Annex 8). However, the quality falls a great deal if measured against two 
basic accuracy criteria (2.5). The reason for this is a rather weak evaluation analysis 
of comparative advantages. The report is transparent; the reader is well informed 
about the purpose, methods and data sources. Notably, the evaluation has 
integrated lessons learned from earlier evaluations. Further, Diakonia’s use of key 
concepts is interpreted in the light of knowledge from the field and in that sense 
the evaluation analysis is theory-driven. As indicated, some criticism can be raised 
about a lack of in-depth analysis for arriving at the conclusions, and, as described 
above, there is a questionable analysis of Diakonia’s comparative advantages.
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Is the indicator-based assessment in line with how the main stakeholders’ 
consider the evaluation? Sida/RELA describes the evaluation quality as relatively 
high, whereas Sida/SEKA considers it not quite as high. However, SEKA’s asses-
sment is based on a draft report. Obviously Sida was disappointed that the evalu-
ation focused too much on Diakonia as an organization. Unsuccessful attempts 
were made to gear the evaluation towards an assessment of effects and impact. This 
disappointment seems to have influenced assessment of the quality.  

“The quality in general was good. I think the evaluators did a good job, But as stated, shortcomings 
in both methods and ToR. I do not know who to blame for that.106     Programme  officer

The quality is considered lower and uneven by Diakonia. The main 
disappointment had to do with the lack of clear method, and that the evaluation 
cannot help Diakonia to develop its work and activities as much as they had hoped.

Evaluation process 
The MRE document and interviews describe the evaluation as process-oriented and 
carried out in a spirit of collaboration. Sida and Diakonia met for fruitful 
discussions in two field seminars and one seminar at Sida. The process has been 
fairly interactive and open.  

The evaluators strived to design and implement the evaluation as an interactive 
process. From their point of view Diakonia was perceived as hesitant to begin with, 
but participated more actively later on. A critical question discussed at the 
beginning of the evaluation process was about the focus of the evaluation. As has 
been stated, both Sida and Diakonia asked for a more result-oriented evaluation. 
Diakonia felt they would be wasting their time if no real examination was under-
taken. In other words they welcomed a critical and high-quality evaluation. From 
our interviews we know that Diakonia was invited to participate in producing the 
terms of reference, but they still find them too broad. Diakonia participated in 
meetings and submitted written suggestions on issues for evaluation as input to 
terms of reference. 

The value and use of the evaluation
The evaluation has primarily been used for legitimatizing the continuation of 
support to Diakonia at Sida. However, the Head of the Department at Sida/RELA 
has not used the evaluation extensively. Although the evaluation has helped to 
legitimatize ongoing support for Diakonia, there was disappointment that the 
evaluation did not provide findings on Diakonia’s results and effects. The findings, 
which focused Diakonia’s organization and comparative advantages, have been 
used interactively, i.e. in combination with prior knowledge and experiences of 
Diakonia. The person responsible for the evaluation and for administrating Dia-

106 “Men kvalitén generellt…jag tycker ändå att den var….den var ändå god. Jag tycker att de här 
utvärderarna gjorde ett bra jobb, det tycker jag. Men som sagt, brister både i metod och T&R. Jag 
vet inte vems fel det var.” 



100

konia’s case at RELA learned a lot from the evaluation process herself, and the 
departments of RELA and SEKA learned about Diakonia’s organization at the 
seminar at Sida/Stockholm. At SEKA, the evaluation was used in the evaluation 
process and afterwards to bring the two departments together. Above all, however, 
the evaluation was used in the preparation of continuation of support for Diakonia, 
i.e. for legitimatizing the Diakonia support. In other words, the evaluation has been 
used to back up the argument that Diakonia is a sound organization, with compara-
tive advantages which justify continued support.  

“We got a hefty bill for showing that Diakonia is a pretty good organization, which we knew 
somewhere, but it would have been even better to get to know that by pointing out Diakonia’s 
results.”107                                  Progamme officer

Although Diakonia had expected more from the evaluation, they have used the 
evaluation for learning. The discussions and the report contributed to Diakonia’s 
elaboration of its theoretical foundation and conceptualization of target groups. 
The most evident use of this evaluation we interpret as tactical. Diakonia presented 
a new section on its theoretical basis in its application for continued Sida support. 

“We cannot ignore the fact that all the discussions we have about these questions have stimulated 
us to perhaps to continue with the theoretical framework, target group analysis, and really defend 
our way of looking at target groups and the relation to NGOs”.108 Diakonia officer

The evaluators have noticed process use of the evaluation and interpreted the 
seminars where the draft report was presented, i.e. two seminars in South and Latin 
America and one in Stockholm, as learning forums.

“Sida personnel participated in the two seminars where the draft report was presented…In Central 
America, Sida was more involved in the seminar….The personnel were very critical of their own work, 
in a constructive way, which led to a good dialogue between Sida and Diakonia.”109     Evaluator 

107 Vi har ett dyrt kvitto på att Diakonia är en ganska bra organisation. För det vet vi ju någon-
stans att de är…men det hade ju varit ännu bättre om man hade fått reda på det genom att peka 
på de resultat som görs. 
108”Man kan inte utesluta ändå att alla dom diskussioner man har runt dom här frågorna stimu-
lerar oss att kanske driva på det som var… teoretiskt ramverk, en målgruppsdiskussion eller att 
ha… att verkligen kunna försvara våra resonemang kring målgrupper och relationen NGO ” 
109 ”Sida personal deltog i båda dom här seminarierna där vi presenterade utkastet till slutrapport. 
Först i Bolivia, för Sydamerika-regionen där Sida inte hade så mycket synpunkter, där var det mer 
Diakonia som … hade mycket synpunkter, det var bra diskussion. I Centralamerika likaså, Sida 
och Diakonia personal. Där spelade Sida en… var mycket mer delaktiga i seminariet, dels för att 
de är numerärt fler, dels att de kanske är aningen mer involverade i verksamheten, som jag tror 
jag nämnde tidigare, att det är olika verksamhetskulturer i Sydamerika och Centralamerika, 
beroende på avstånd, traditioner och andra saker. Sida i Centralamerika var väldigt självkritiska 
minns jag, på ett konstruktivt sätt vilket gjorde att de blev en väldigt bra dialogue med Sida och 
Diakonia där.” 
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The MRE has, to some extent, been used instrumentally to follow up the action 
plan at RELA and in communication with SEKA. Generally, there is a positive 
attitude to the MRE system at the department in the sense that the MRE system is 
felt to improve the administrative process in dealing with evaluation findings.  

“I think MREs are useful to prevent an evaluation from being shelved.” Programme  officer 

“MRE works as a stick to clarify Sida’s response, and I think it works as a reminder…and the 
division of labour and timetable which is established put some pressure on persons to do 
things…But the most important is what people learn in this process.” Head of Department

Summary of main uses of the Diakonia evaluation and MRE. 

Stakeholders Evaluation use Use of Sida’s MRE  Use of Diakonia’s 
MRE

Sida managers/ 
Stockholm

Legitimatizing,
interactive,
(to a minor extent) 

Instrumental
(to a minor extent) 

Not at all 

Sida programme  staff 
(SEKA)

Legitimatizing,
process
(to some extent) 

Instrumental
(to some extent) 

Not at all 

Sida evaluation 
responsible RELA 

Legitimatizing,
conceptual, process  
(to a considerable 
extent)

Instrumental
(to some extent) 

-

Diakonia Tactical, instrumental  
(to a considerable 
extent)

(see text) Tactical, instrumental 
(to some extent) 

Key: Dominant use in bold letters. 

The evaluation has been valuable for Sida primarily because it provides an 
“objective” account which has been used to continue collaboration and support for 
Diakonia.

Management response 
The lion’s share of the recommendations (13 of 20) is directed to Diakonia. Sida 
does not provide a response to these recommendations. However, Diakonia has 
worked out its own management response, entirely on its own initiative.

Sida’s MRE is confined to recommendations that deal with the relation between 
Sida and Diakonia. Sida indicates that it does not share the evaluators’ recom-
mendations concerning assistance for Diakonia with a broader perspective and 
contacts, as well as working more closely with Diakonia in planning, monitoring 
and following up Diakonia’s work. On the contrary, Sida thinks that Diakonia 
should stay autonomous.

The overall assessment of the MRE indicates that the MRE is partly acceptable, 
according to criteria specified in Annex 9 (2.3). Although Sida will take measures 
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due to some of the recommendations, it is not clear what Sida has decided to do. 
For the recommendations which Sida does not comply with, no actions are plan-
ned, which is logical. Concerning the recommendations which Sida accepts, the 
action planned is vague and conditioned, and has been left rather open. The reason 
is first of all the parallel development of Sida’s policy for civil society and NGOs, 
and the refinement of rules for RELA’s subsidies to NGOs. In addition, action is 
conditional on future support for Diakonia.

The MRE has laid some pressure on Sida/RELA to take up a position on the 
evaluation, and is in that sense a stick (not a carrot). RELA has first of all “used” 
the MRE for documentation which is considered of value in itself. It has also been 
used as a reminder to the Diakonia coordinator at RELA. The head of department 
assumes that MRE is being used as a reminder and for follow-up. In his interactive 
use of evaluation in combination with other sources, the MRE seems not to be an 
important source of information. It is not the document as such that has a value, 
rather the process which has led to Sida’s management response. The commit-
ments expressed in the MRE would most likely have been implemented anyhow, 
according to the Head of RELA. Our interpretation is that it is first of all the MRE 
system that is “used” and perceived as a sound device. Sida managers seem first of 
all keen on the system and assume that single management responses are used. 

The MRE process 
The process from the time when the evaluation report was finished to the creation 
of the MRE document includes an internal Sida process between the person 
responsible for the evaluation and the Head of Department. The two-person 
process took into account the experiences at the two seminars in Bolivia and 
Honduras, and the seminar arranged for Sida and Diakonia in Stockholm. The 
evaluation process was interactive and included many stakeholders, whereas the 
management response process was limited to two persons. The MRE was decided 
by the Head of RELA and the desk officer at RELA (and approved by the desk 
officer at SEKA). The decision was disseminated to affected and concerned 
persons at RELA, SEKA, the chief controller, and the Information Department 
and also Sida’s field offices. 

Concerning Diakonia’s MRE there was no process between Sida and Diakonia. 
Sida has not responded to either the recommendations directed to Diakonia or to 
Diakonia’s own MRE. Hence, Diakonia does not know what Sida considers to be 
relevant.

“We would like to discuss, not only informally, how we have dealt with what we considered to be 
relevant. And whether Sida wants us to take action… as a financing actor they could say 
something about what they think is sufficient.”                  Diakonia officer 

This case also illustrates what could have happened if Sida had responded to 
the recommendations directed to Diakonia, and to Diakonia’s own MRE. One 
issue was whether Diakonia should elaborate its theoretical framework. Off the 
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record we have been informed that Sida was not at all interested in Diakona as an 
academic organization and was not pleased to achieve a very thick, elaborate appli-
cation from Diakonia in the next round. If Sida had responded to the recom-
mendations directed to Diakonia this would not have happened. 
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NATUR evaluation of two forestry programmes in Vietnam 
The evaluation…Of Trees and People…. was commissioned by Sida/NATUR in 2000 
(Sida Evaluation 01/34), and carried out by a national and international evaluation 
team. The evaluation covers two major forestry programmes implemented in 
Vietnam during 1991 and 2000. The Forestry Cooperation Programme (FCP) and 
the Mountain Rural Development Programme (MREDP) have received a total Sida 
grant of SEK 330 m.

Both programmes were designed as bilateral support for the Vietnamese 
government or more specifically for the Ministry of Forestry in the early 90s and 
from 1995 to the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD). The 
purpose of the FCP is to halt forest destruction, maintain forest resources and 
create economic development, and the purpose of MREDP, which is a continu-
ation of FCP, is also the alleviation of poverty and the sustainable use of natural 
resources.

The background to the two programmes is one of Sweden’s largest and perhaps 
most controversial development projects, the Bai Bang Paper and Pulp mill project 
in northern Vietnam. Bai Bang was first of all an industrial project, implemented 
1974-1990, but successively expanded into the forestry sector. Thus, the FCP is in 
some sense a by-product or enlargement of the Bai Bang project.  

Evaluation commission and purpose 
Because this evaluation turned out to be the most controversial we have examined, 
there is, to start with, a need to take a close look at the terms of reference and the 
purpose of the evaluation. According to ToR, the commission was to undertake a 
comprehensive and strategic evaluation of collaboration concerning forestry and 
natural resource development in Vietnamese rural areas with the focus on the two 
programmes (FCP and MREDP). According to ToR the main purpose of the 
evaluation is to the study social, economic and institutional impact of the two pro-
grammes, including achievements concerning methodological progress, institutional 
development, policy and structural changes. Ultimately, the evaluation should 
assess the impact on the standard of living for the upland people. Secondly, the 
ToR calls for a process evaluation focusing on flexibility, incorporating local 
ownership and integrating development research for the uplands. Thirdly, the les-
sons learned for future Swedish poverty reduction, and fourthly the positive and 
negative results should be accounted for. It was clearly stated that the evaluation 
should be undertaken in collaboration between the parties.  

However, the purpose of the evaluation is not clearly specified in the report. 
What the report says is only that the evaluation “concerns” the two programmes. A 
general reference is made to ToR in the introduction of the report, but the reader is 
not informed to what extent the purposes are intended to be explored. Thus, the 
purpose of the evaluation in ToR is very comprehensive and demanding, but the 
reader is not clear whether all purposes are intended to be dealt with. 
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Methodology and conduct 
The framework for this evaluation is an impact assessment model (p.8) developed 
to guide the assessment of programme impact for society as a whole, for the 
environment, for the standard of living of the poor in the area, for farmers’ practice 
and behaviour, and for institutional capacity and performance. Other important 
factors of change and influence are also accounted for in this “model”. However, it 
is not explicated how.

The evaluation of the first programme (FCP) is partly a desk study and sum-
mary of a number of reports110. Likewise, the analysis of the second programme 
(MREDP) is partly carried out as a secondary analysis of reports.111 In addition, 
interviews are made with people heavily involved in the programmes, but no 
numbers and names are reported in the report. The evaluation also includes a so-
called “cross-cutting” study of one province where different target groups’ 
experiences are observed. Field visits are also used as a data collection method in 
four provinces. 

The sources from which the evaluation draws its conclusions are described but 
in an incomplete way. How documents are analysed is not explained, neither are 
the interview questions attached. Thus, the reader is not clear about what 
information the evaluators are collecting, and how the data are being analysed. An 
exception is the assessment of policy impact (annex 5 in the report), but this impact 
assessment is not mentioned in the model. Annex 6 comprises a brief assessment 
of the MREDP. However, this assessment of achievements does not follow the 
model presented at the outset. Thus, the explication of conduct is incomplete and 
the analysis is widely spread. As stated in the report, there are no solid performance 
and impact measures to rely on to reach the conclusions. In this situation a reader 
would need more specific information about how the conclusions were drawn. 

The need for evaluation 
As a background to this evaluation, Sida and the Vietnamese ministry of Agri-
culture and Rural Development (MARD) decided to undertake an overall evalu-
ation of the two programmes as a result of the Mid-term Review of MREDP in 
October 1999. Hence, there was agreement to undertake an evaluation which 
indicated that there was a perceived need for it.

The Head of NATUR also emphasized that there definitely was a need for this 
evaluation at Sida. It was important to aggregate the results and look at the 
consequences of the last ten years’ collaboration with the Vietnamese in general 
and the two programmes in particular.

110 The Monitoring Team Activity Report 1992/93, a mid-term review 1994, and a Second 
Monitoring report 1995. 
111 An appraisal report of the design of the programme, a Permanent Advisory Group’s 
assessment (four international and national consultants), and a mid-term review 1999. 
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Part of the story is that “serious conflicts had emerged between Sida and the 
Vietnamese government on the one hand, and the implementing consultant, Jakko 
Pyöry, on the other, reflected in some bitter criticism by the parties.” (Report p. 3). 
Subsequently, Sida and the Vietnamese government selected a new implementing 
partner for MREDP (p.19). 

Evaluation analysis 
The “analysis” is presented in nine chapters and annexes. The assessment of 
achievements and impact are based on a combination of secondary material and 
first-hand sources. However, the analysis is uneven and it is not always clear how 
conclusions are drawn. Although most impacts specified in the model are account-
ted for, there is a lack of systematic analysis, and one cannot easily follow how the 
evaluators arrived at the conclusions. There is no presentation of questions or 
answers of the interviewed farmers or officials, for example. A sub-study of policy 
impact, carried out by a Vietnamese team and which is based on interviews and 
discussions with policy makers and staff, can be more easily followed. It indicates 
that the two Sida programmes contributed to a certain extent to forestry and rural 
development policy-making. This analysis is transparent in the assessment of the 
benefit of FCP/MREDP in relation to other international aid programmes and for 
the Vietnamese’ own endeavours. 

Evaluation process 
The evaluators presented their model for impact assessment at an initial workshop 
in Hanoi. The main stakeholders participated in the work shop and a number of 
issues were identified concerning the adopted approach (p.10). As a result, an 
Inception Report, specifying the work plan and implementation of the evaluation, 
was disseminated, but no comments were received, according to the report. 

Evidently the evaluation process became more and more tense, and in the end 
the Vietnamese turned their back on the evaluators, which also affected 
collaboration with Sida negatively. The evaluation led to a frozen collaboration 
climate. One reason was deviating expectations as to how the evaluation process 
was supposed to be carried out. The Vietnamese pointed to the lack of particip-
atory process which was planned for initially. Another reason was differing inter-
pretation of the programmes. The programmes were understood as fixed entities 
by some interviewees and as dynamic processes by others. Furthermore, the 
Vietnamese side viewed the two programmes in a longer time perspective.

“The Vietnamese side perceived a lack of dialogue in this evaluation and the main impression was 
that the evaluation team came and travelled around and had discussions, etc. But they did not 
open up for communication and dialogue. The Vietnamese felt somewhat overruled when the report 
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arrived. They thought there were quite a few incorrect statements and misinterpretations which they 
had brought attention to, but which were not considered.”112         Programme  officer 

The evaluator tried to get the main stakeholders involved, the Vietnamese in 
particular. However, there was no overwhelming enthusiasm for this evaluation. 
But this evaluation was neither better nor worse than others in that respect, 
according to the evaluator. In the evaluation team, a few Vietnamese consultants 
participated, but not actively. On the contrary, they only took orders from the 
Vietnamese, according to the team leader for the evaluation. The Vietnamese were 
supposed to anchor the evaluation and facilitate the process by providing people 
for the evaluation. But it did not happen. Another possible explanation for the 
absence of participatory process could be implementation failures. All evaluators 
had the impression that very little had happened in the programme. 

“This consultant company [Swedeforest International], which managed the programme 
[MREDP] did not get involved, arguing that they only took orders from the Vietnamese. They 
had a very low profile ….They probably knew that what they did had very little substance” 

Evaluator

Because the evaluation team was rather large, there was a need for meetings and 
seminars. In contrast to the external evaluation process (with stakeholders), the 
internal evaluation process (within the group of evaluators) can be described as 
interactive and creative. 

The person responsible for the programmes under scrutiny at Sida and also for 
the evaluation changed positions during the process. Apparently, a lot of people 
were involved at different times in the programme and the evaluation, with a loss 
of responsibility. However, a few people at Sida stayed on throughout the process. 
One key person, who wrote ToR and the management response together with the 
current Head of Department/NATUR, experienced the entire process. The latter 
had an unusual role in this evaluation process. He was the consultant for 
developing the MREDP, the second programme under scrutiny, before he was 
appointed Head of NATUR. He took a very remote role in this evaluation. 
Obviously, nobody had clear responsibility for the evaluation at Sida, and to begin 
with, persons we contacted hesitated to be interviewed. 

The end of the evaluation process can be characterized as leading to “locked 
positions”. The first draft report was very critical and recommended a major 
revision of the programme and its documents. The Vietnamese reacted strongly 
against the conclusions and recommendations (see below). According to our 

112 “Från Vietnams sida upplevde man det som att dom inte hade haft en dialogue i den här 
utvärderingen, utan det primära intrycket var att det här utvärderingsteamet hade kommit dit, åkt 
runt, haft diskussion osv. Men inte gått in i en kommunikation, i en dialogue, utan vietnameserna 
kände sig lite grann överkörda när rapporten kom ut. Man ansåg att det fanns en hel del 
felaktigheter, misstolkningar som man inte… trots att man hade påtalat det här inte hade fått 
gehör för.” 
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interviews they did not accept the way the programmes were presented in the 
evaluation. The attempt to validate the evaluation resulted in complete disagree-
ement between the evaluators and the Vietnamese. They disagreed completely with 
the portrayal of the programmes. However, the draft and final report resulted in 
internal discussions, where the government (MARD) and the provinces had 
different reactions to the evaluation and conclusions (Sida’s MRE p.164). 

The Vietnamese tried to stop publication of the report, and Sida argued 
strongly for openness and that it was in the public interest to publish all Sida’s 
evaluation reports, including this one. The dialogue between Sida and the Vietna-
mese concerned the right to publish critical reports and to distinguish between the 
evaluators’ appraisal and recommendations, and Sida’s response to them. 

Conclusions and recommendations
The main conclusion of the evaluation was that the first programme, FCP, was 
rather successful on the whole, and that the second programme, MREDP, dis-
played diminishing returns and was a troublesome programme. The failure was 
associated primarily with the scarce contribution to the alleviation of poverty, 
programme design, and the ineffective targeting and neglect of market conditions. 

The evaluators also concluded that other Vietnamese government programmes 
have overtaken much of the FCP/MREDP in many ways. Because of an 
insufficient monitoring and performance system, it was hard to measure the relative 
impact of MREDP. According to the team leader, who wrote most of the report 
without any personal experience of the field, all evaluators came to the same 
conclusion about a very problematic programme (MREDP).  

The recommendations dealt with five alternative options for revising or phasing 
out the MREDP. Basically Sida could chose to completely phase out MREDP, 
modify the programme, or design a completely new programme. The evaluators did 
not adopt a position on which road to take. 

The evaluators draw the conclusion that despite a very long preparation 
process, the programme comprised fundamental weaknesses due to a gap between 
Vietnamese-owned projects and the main programme documents. The Advisory 
Group called into question the outcomes of the programme and in particular the 
insufficient monitoring system (MILS) which produced a large amount of 
information of low quality. (p.25). Thus, there was no consensus between the 
partners at the time of the launching of MREDP. The mid-term review presents a 
mixed picture of the programme, and Sida and the Vietnamese side disagreed on 
the criticism presented in the report. While Sida shared some of the criticism, the 
Vietnamese argued that the programme was rather good and was having a 
significant impact on rural development. 

The validity and quality of evaluation 
According to the quality criteria used in this evaluation the evaluation report is 
partly acceptable. It scores slightly above the acceptable level (2.7) when 19 
indicators are used, and significantly lower when based on two key accuracy 
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measures (2.0). The main reason is, as indicated, the difficulty in following the 
analysis and the explication of results. 

The reaction to the report was very different among the interviewees. Although 
the conclusions were very critical, the quality of the report was felt to be of good 
quality at the Swedish embassy in Hanoi, and of uneven quality at NATUR. 
Generally, NATUR did not agree with the conclusion that FCP was a more or less 
successful programme whereas MREDP was a vacuous programme. The 
Vietnamese felt that the evaluators misunderstood the advantages, and could not 
validate the portrayal of the programme. They defended MREDP openly at the 
final seminar.  

The Head of NATUR was of a different opinion. He was critical as to how the 
evaluators interpreted their commission. They did not take Sida’s ownership policy 
as a point of departure, for example. On the contrary, the ownership policy was 
questioned in the evaluation. They questioned the strong Vietnamese ownership, 
and did not understand why it was this way. Unfortunately, the evaluators’ asses-
sment of the programmes was static and the focus was too much on the achieve-
ments of results in relation to goals. In practice, however, the programmes were 
designed and implemented as a dynamic process, and evaluating process 
development in a goal oriented way is misleading, according to him. In real 
processses, goals and means are redefined and developed continuously as part of 
the process. Thus, the evaluators did not fully acknowledge the process-oriented 
feature of the programmes, and the MREDP in particular. The static and goal-
oriented lenses were not appreciated at NATUR and definitely not by the 
Vietnamese.

The value and benefit of the evaluation 
The interviewees’ assessments differ considerably concerning the impact and bene-
fit of this evaluation. Sida would have made the changes in the MREDP regardless 
of the evaluation, according to some Sida staff. It can mistakenly be interpreted as 
that the critical evaluation contributed significantly to the transformation to a new 
programme, according to the Head of NATUR. In fact, the programme that 
followed after MREDP relied considerably on components from the later 
MREDP. Another interpretation is that the evaluation had a significant impact. 

“Today we are very pleased that we carried out this evaluation and did not adopt a 
programme, which had no future”…113           Programme  officer

113 Idag är vi ju väldigt nöjda med att vi gjorde den och att vi inte rullade över ett programme, 
som inte hade någon framtid…” 
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Summary of main uses of the forestry programme  evaluation and MREs 

Stakeholders Evaluation use Use of Sida’s MRE Use of 
Vietnamese MRE

Sida/NATUR Interactive   
(to a minor extent) 

Instrumental
(to a minor extent) 

Not at all 

Sida/field office (embassy) Interactive
(to a minor extent) 

Not known Not at all 

Vietnamese/MARD Warning
(to a minor extent) 

Not at all - 

Vietnamese/policy level Warning conceptual
(to a minor extent) 

- - 

Partner organizations Interactive
(to some extent)

- - 

Key: Dominant use in bold letters. 

Management response 
There are two MRE documents published in the report, one developed by Sida and 
one by the Vietnamese side. Sida’s MRE did not include a management decision. 
The MRE is partly acceptable and can be criticised for incompleteness and vague-
ness (2.1).The advantage of the MRE document is that it indicates that evaluation 
findings have been discussed with target groups and there is also an assessment of 
the relevance of the evaluation and its findings. However, the action plan is the 
weakest part of this MRE. It is not comprehensive and specific. There is no 
responsible person to implement the action, and no timetable for implementation 
or follow-up. The MRE also says that constructive discussions and collaboration 
took place with the Vietnamese government in 2001 in planning the extended rural 
development collaboration, and it also indicates that learning took place. In the 
assessment of the MRE document’s quality no assessment is made as to whether 
the representation of the evaluation is adequate and satisfactory. 

Sida’s MRE has not been a living document. It has been used to a minor extent 
together with the evaluation in the planning process for future programmes and 
action. (The evaluators have not seen the MRE.) 

The MRE process 
The process from the time when the evaluation report was finished to the creation 
of the MRE document, was remarkable in this case, compared with the normal 
process of developing a response at NATUR. Because of the controversial report, 
and unwillingness to agree to publish it by the Vietnamese government, the 
management response turned out to be an extended process. The report, with 
Sida’s and the Vietnamese MRE attached, was published two years after the 
evaluation was finalized, but without comments on the delay. 

The person responsible for the evaluation at the Swedish Embassy in Vietnam 
after the evaluation was finalized, with no previous experience of the evaluation, 
tried to set up a learning process around it. However, the evaluation was not usable 
for that purpose. The report was a dead document, according to him, primarily 
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because the evaluation was questioned by the Vietnamese. They did not consider it 
meaningful to spend more time on the evaluation, and as a result a workshop to 
discuss the evaluation and future collaboration, together with the evaluators, was 
cancelled. The two MRE documents served a special function in this evaluation. 
When attached to the report, the Vietnamese were able to accept publication.

“The main reason for getting Vietnamese acceptance to publish and distribute the report in Vietnam 
was that we accepted or came to the conclusion that the report should not stand alone. Instead we 
should attach Sida’s as well as the Vietnamese’s MRE to the report”.           Programme  officer

The Vietnamese MRE was short and Sida tried to get the Vietnamese to 
elaborate its MRE. However, they did not take the opportunity to elaborate their 
arguments and responses. From their point on, it was a waste of time to do more 
work on this. 

The action plan has not been followed up specifically. But it was used as input 
in the planning process for a programme which was decided two years ago. The 
new programme works with the last part of the MRE which deals with long-term 
learning, according to the programme officer.
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UTV evaluation of ownership policy 
The evaluation Supporting Ownership – Swedish Development Cooperation with Kenya, 
Tanzania, and Uganda (Sida Evaluation 02/33) was initiated and commissioned by 
UTV. In contrast to programme and project evaluations, this evaluation deals with a 
longstanding policy, Sida’s partner country ownership policy. In short, the aim of the 
policy is to facilitate and promote partner country ownership. In relation to Sida’s 
principal goal, the alleviation of poverty, the partner country ownership policy can be 
understood as a policy instrument, indicated by the assumption that it contributes to 
poverty reduction. This assumption, or policy theory, is considered to be “suffice-
ently proved” in terms of references (p.77). Five policy goals have been formulated 
which provides the wider policy context for the ownership policy.114

Although the concept of ownership has multiple meanings, which is recognized 
both in terms of reference and the evaluation report, it is explicitly used with the 
following connotation in the evaluation “… the recipient government has control 
over the decisions about appropriate development strategy” (p.5). 

Evaluation commission and purpose 
The background to this evaluation is a pre-study initiated by UTV in 2000, which 
delineates the assumptions and preconditions for the evaluation. The background 
paper presents a set of issues to be considered when evaluating ownership, and 
which laid the ground for the terms of reference.115

The commission deals with Sida’s implementation of the longstanding policy to 
promote partner countries’ ownership of programmes and projects. The commis-
sion includes looking at Sida’s past work in three African countries: Kenya, Tanz-
ania and Uganda. The evaluation is comprehensive, far-reaching and ambitious, and 
cost more than SEK 3 m. 

The explicit purpose of the evaluation is to study how activities financed by 
Sida accord with Swedish and Sida policies regarding partner country ownership 
and to answer “whether Sida’s methods of ensuring and supporting ownership by 
partner countries are appropriate and effective” (terms of reference annex 5:77). 

The need for evaluation 
The proposal to undertake an evaluation of ownership is based on the assumption 
that partner country ownership is one of the main prerequisites for more effective 
development assistance” (Molund, 2000:1). The pre-study draft report was circu-
lated within Sida, and comments were integrated in the final version. The planned 
evaluation was also briefly discussed with the ministry of foreign affairs. According 

114 The five goals are: “Ownership should be evident in the country strategy process; ownership 
should be a consideration in project identification, selection, implementation and follow-up; 
projects and programmes should be designed to foster country ownership; development 
/assistance should aim to enhance ownership; ownership should be addressed in cooperation and 
coordination with other donors (i.e. built into multilateral support)” (pp.59-60). 
115 Sida Studies in Evaluation 00/5 
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to the pre-study report and our interviews, the idea to undertake an evaluation of 
ownership was supported at Sida in Stockholm. 

However, the evaluation was not thoroughly anchored with Sida staff in the 
field and not at all with the collaborating countries. The evaluation was sparsely 
introduced at the Swedish embassies in Tanzania, Uganda and Kenya. This, in 
combination with changing staff, led to a legitimacy deficit for this evaluation in the 
relevant countries. The embassies did not feel a need for this evaluation. One 
reason was that the embassies felt that they did not own the evaluation. Another 
reason was the evaluation situation. Quite a few evaluations were carried out at the 
time, and partners and governments felt somewhat over-evaluated. A third reason 
was that AFRA in Stockholm was concerned to adopt a partner country perspec-
tive on ownership, and they felt that this evaluation had been developed too much 
from a Sida perspective. 

According to the team leader for the evaluation, however, there was a real need 
for the evaluation at Sida at a time when Sida developed the policy on poverty in 
which the ownership strategy or policy was an important component. The 
evaluators had been informed by Stockholm that Sida’s field offices knew they were 
coming and that the local arrangements had been made. However, they perceived 
some tension between the local offices and Stockholm, particularly in Tanzania. 
There was a perception that policy changes were going on in Stockholm over which 
they had limited control and they felt that the evaluators were some sort of agents 
of that policy change, according to the evaluator. 

Evaluation analysis 
The evaluation is presented in two volumes: a synthesis report and a volume sum-
marizing the country studies. The methodology is clarified adequately in the synthesis 
report. The conceptual framework, including the definition of basic terms, and the so-
called matrix approach, is based on conventional scientific frameworks and methods. 
The country studies are carried out as desk studies, field visits and interviews. The 
stages of the project and programme cycle are covered systematically in the analysis 
in each country, but a more detailed explication of how the analysis was carried out 
could have been helpful. The interview questions are not attached, which together 
with the aggregated analysis makes it somewhat difficult to judge how conclusions 
are drawn. The evaluators refer to their own interviews as “discussions geared 
towards understanding the nature of Swedish ownership” and to “gaining broader 
insights into the issues relating to partner country ownership of the development 
assistance”. Although the framework is stakeholder-based, the evaluation analysis is 
not elaborated so much from different stakeholders’ perspectives. Despite this 
criticism, an outside reader of the report becomes persuaded that the analysis is 
systematic and relevant, and that the conclusions have empirical support.  

Conclusions and recommendations
The conclusions are discussed and reasons given thoroughly in the synthesis report. 
One overall conclusion is that programme assistance is more conducive to recipient 
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ownership than project support. Based on the evaluation matrix four phases 
(conceptualisation, formulation, implementation and evaluation) the evaluation 
concludes that Sida has made progress in all phases and all countries, but there are 
few activities in which there is sufficient attention to ownership in all phases. 
Another important conclusion is that ownership can be successfully fostered within 
all modalities of assistance. In addition, programme assistance creates its own 
problems and opportunities for ownership. 

The single most important measure recommended for implementing Sida’s 
partner country ownership policy and objectives is to establish clarity and 
consistency within the organization about the operational meaning and implications 
of the objective. A number of concrete actions are also suggested, i.e. a training 
programme for Sida staff. 

Validity and quality of evaluation 
The evaluation report is of high-quality when measured according to the criteria 
specified in Annex 9. A reader conceives that the evaluation is focused, informed 
and independent. The report scores very highly (3.4), particularly concerning 
evaluation analysis, conclusions and recommendations.  Despite minor criticism, 
the analysis is presented in a way that a reader can follow the arguments and see 
how the conclusions were generated.  

Evaluation process 
The evaluation process can be described as top down from the Sida field offices’ 
and partner countries’ point of view. External evaluators showed up with their 
questions, and the evaluators were met with resistance and scepticism.  Partici-
pation in the evaluation by Sida field staff was very limited.  

The interaction between the evaluators and UTV, however, worked smoothly 
and the evaluators’ found that the people they met in Stockholm were over-
whelmingly helpful, with one exception. In contrast to many other evaluations this 
one was experienced as a fruitful collaboration with the commissioner. There were 
clear terms of reference and a professionally working evaluation unit, according to 
the evaluator. 

As indicated, there was an overload of evaluations at this time in the partner 
countries and no perceived need for this evaluation. Nevertheless there was some 
interaction with partner countries at the seminars arranged in each country when 
the draft report was discussed, but there was very little collaboration with the 
government in Kenya and the parliament was not involved. (The evaluators in fact 
recommended Sida to suspend its programmes in Kenya, but later the government 
changed and there were indications of attempts to reform and get rid of corruption. 
And the recommendation was removed from the report.) In Uganda the govern-
ment participated in the seminar, but not the parliament. By contrast, in Tanzania 
the parliament played a role and, according to the evaluator, there was a fairly 
strong learning process. The parliamentarians were pleased and also asked Sida to 
directly contact and support parliamentary committees that were dealing with the 



115

type of support that Sida would give. The governments were interested because 
they wanted more control over the funding. The civil society groups were inter-
ested in participating in the process because they saw it as a vehicle for making 
governments more transparent. These groups interpreted ownership as Sida did, i.e. 
as not only involving governments, according to the evaluators. They were also 
given a chance to complain, but first of all to point out that they could contribute 
to making the external aid more effective. 

The value and benefit of the evaluation 
The ownership evaluation together with the background paper has primarily been 
used for developing Sida’s text about ownership in Så arbetar Sida. At AFRA, the 
evaluation was found to be interesting according to comments sent to the chief 
controller. However, the capacity to take in and deal with the findings in the 
department and units were limited. The AFRA programme officer emphasizes the 
fact that there is no chance to set aside enough time to read an evaluation initiated 
by UTV, and to understand rather complicated matters.

“I felt we should have had more time for discussion…the imitative came from UTV.. yes, the time 
we had was used for answering questions…. it is something [ownership issues] that we discuss 
anyhow… we could have made more use of it perhaps, but we  were not capable of doing so. To do 
so as thoroughly [as UTV], is of course good, but we do not have the capacity to digest it.”116

             Programme  officer  

The same experience of lack of capacity to take in all information is reported 
from the Swedish Embassy in Kenya. The evaluation was used in Kenya to 
strengthen the image of a well functioning country, in other words the evaluation 
was used tactically (selectively) for legitimatizing a continuation of Sida’s support to 
Kenya and to improve the image of the country in Sweden.  

“There are many negative things in Kenya, enormously negative, but we felt earlier that this was 
the only thing that came through. And part of this study was still fairly positive, for example the 
Ministry of Agriculture and the way they worked with the extension programme. So it was good to 
have, it was useful for us.”117            Embassy counsellor 

116 ”Jag kände i alla fall att vi borde haft mycket mer tid att diskutera och så, det kändes som att 
det fanns inte riktigt, initiativet kom ju från UTV och det kändes som att… ja, den tid vi hade var 
just för att besvara frågor och så där, vi borde ju egentligen ha gjort mer av det själva, kan jag 
känna. Eftersom det är ju någonting vi diskuterar ändå … hade man kunnat använda det mer 
kanske… men det mäktade vi inte med riktigt. Att göra det så omfattande som dom gjorde 
[UTV], det är ju bra, men det … har inte vi riktigt resurser att ta till oss tror jag.” 
117 ”Det finns mycket negativt i Kenya, otroligt mycket negativt, men det har tidigare känts som 
om det var bara det som kom fram. Och delar i den här studien var ändå lite positiv, till exempel 
jordbruksministeriet och det sätt som dom hade jobbat med extension programmet. Så det var 
bra att kunna ha, det var användbart för oss.” 
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The partner countries were not particularly interested in the evaluation. 
Seminars were arranged in the countries, but the learning was not overwhelming. 
The embassy staff in Tanzania were upset at the evaluation seminar. A reaction was 
also that the evaluation “was kicking in open doors”. 

The civil society groups were interested in the evaluation process. The groups 
were eager to point out that external assistance is more effective when civil society 
groups are more actively involved. Thus, the participation that took place in the 
evaluation process in the case countries was limited, and had mostly to do with 
strategic position making. 

“I think that the civil society groups thought it was quite valuable and that it gave them a chance 
to complain, if you will, but to point out more positively how there could have been more 
participation on their part and how implementation of external assistance would be improved by 
doing so, in their view. With regard to governments, I think that it gave them a chance to complain 
but also they saw it as a vehicle to assert their authority over these projects.”    Evaluator

Summary of main uses of UTV’s Ownership evaluation and MRE  

Stakeholders Evaluation use MRE use 
Sida GD-level Interactive

(to a minor extent) 
Instrumental
(to a minor extent) 

Sida/AFRA Conceptual 
(to a minor extent) 

Not known 

Sida in Kenya Legitimatizing, tactical 
(to a minor extent)

Not at all 

Sida Tanzania Legitimatizing, process 
(to some extent) 

Instrumental
(to some extent) 

Sida Uganda - - 
Sida UTV Conceptual, interactive

(to some extent) 
Not at all 

Management response 
The following Sida departments were involved in working out the MRE: Afra, 
Policy, Method, PEO and INFO. However, there is no information in the MRE 
about whether the evaluation was discussed with the partner countries or inter-
national partners. The MRE document is of high quality (3.4) according to the 
criteria specified in annex 9. The document comprises an overall assessment of the 
evaluation. It includes organizational considerations, reasons for support and dis-
agreements as to the conclusions and recommendations. Besides a lack of infor-
mation about discussion with partner countries, the MRE document does not 
provide information about dissemination of the evaluation. The action plan seems 
acceptable, and only minor criticism can be raised. The MRE also points out that 
deliberation and learning took place in the MRE process. In our assessment of the 
MRE document’s quality, no assessment is made regarding whether the represent-
tation of the evaluation is adequate and satisfactory. 



117

The MRE process 
The chief controller started the MRE process in January 2003 with a request sent to 
Sida departments/units concerned. They were asked to produce judge-
ments/responses to the recommendations. The recommendations are considered 
to be the most important part of the evaluation when Sida makes judgment about 
what actions to take and develops the action plan, according to the chief controller. 
The request was sent to the following departments: AFRA, PEO, INFO, POLICY, 
METOD, and three embassies. The “pre-response” worked out by AFRA can be 
described as an internal process at AFRA. First, three country administrators 
worked out their comments (to the conclusions and recommendations) from the 
Tanzanian, Kenyan, and Ugandan perspectives respectively. Next, the Head of 
AFRA made a synthesis of AFRA’s judgements which was sent back to the chief 
controller. According to the latter document, AFRA finds the evaluation interesting 
and shares most of the analysis and problems/challenges presented by the 
evaluators. However, AFRA emphasizes a need for a stronger connection between 
partnership and ownership, another point is made about the lack of partner country 
perspective on ownership in the evaluation. After that, the chief controller made a 
synthesis of the comments gathered from the concerned departments and worked 
out a draft MRE. The draft was then sent out for comments to the same depart-
ments and to UTV. 

When the UTV officer received the draft MRE, he thought that Sida’s MRE 
was an incomplete and misleading summary of the evaluation, and that the MRE in 
the case “was making fun of the MRE system” and that the task of commenting on 
the MRE was “perceived as meaningless and contra-productive” (Sida/UTV 2003-
06-18: p.1). As a result the relation between the chief controller and the UTV 
officer was damaged.

The MRE has in this case been followed up by the chief controller. However, it 
is not clear how many times. As late as February 2005, i.e. more than two years 
after the evaluation was finalized, the chief controller reported to the Sida board 
about the follow-up of action plans for all evaluations (memo 2005-02-09). This is 
the only follow-up document of an MRE that we have received from Sida. 
Regarding the ownership evaluation, action planned for internal training/courses to 
strengthen the capacity to analyze ownership, and to enhance understanding of 
ownership is left to be done (ibid.). According to the report, such courses have 
been planned for spring 2005. Whether other decided measures have been followed 
up is not known. The UTV officer did not know if the action plan had been 
followed up. 
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UTV evaluation of Private Sector Development  

Evaluation object 
The evaluation Rural Development and the Private Sector in Sub-Saharan Africa – Sida’s 
Experiences and Approaches in the 1990s (Sida Evaluation 03/18) is a study of Sida’s 
policy and support for rural development in relation to private sector development. 
The focus is specifically on Ethiopia, Mozambique, Tanzania and Zambia. It is a 
relatively large evaluation commissioned by UTV. According to the Terms of 
Reference it was planned as a desk study and the estimated time would be 10-15 
weeks. If field visits were judged necessary and carried out, another 6 weeks were 
added.

Evaluation commission and purpose 
The background to this study is the growing awareness of the importance of the 
private sector in relation to poverty reduction. An important factor in this context 
is the changing conditions for private sector development due to the extensive 
deregulation of the agricultural sector in many countries during the 1990s. 

The evaluation is number two in a series of three evaluations concerning private 
sector development. The first one118 studied Sida’s overall approach to and 
organization of Private Sector Development (PSD).  

The ToR was written in 2002 and according to the timetable the evaluation 
should have been finished by December 2002. A first draft was submitted in 
February 2003 and the final version presented to UTV at the beginning of the 
autumn. Due to a delay in the preparation of another report in the same series, the 
two reports together with their corresponding Management Response were not 
presented to Sida’s management group until a year later, in November 2004.  

It should be noted that the first evaluation in the series was finished before the 
second had started. In a draft to its management response, dated 2 April 2002, it 
was decided that INEC, in co-operation with other departments, should compile a 
policy document for private sector development support. The document should be 
ready by February 2003, which means that the policy was prepared during the same 
period as the second evaluation was carried out. 

The purpose of the evaluation is to analyze and assess Sida’s approach to 
support for rural development in relation to the deregulation of the agricultural 
sector and other important factors that took place during the 1990s. 

The need for evaluation 
Support for private sector development gained increased attention as market-
oriented transitions took place in many countries. Sida had provided PSD support 
for a long time, but a comprehensive picture and evaluation of this support was 

118 Approach and Organization of Sida’s Support to Private Sector Development, Sunil Sinha et 
al, Sida Evaluation 01/14 (EME evaluation). 
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lacking as well as an overall policy and strategy for PSD support. The evaluation 
was initiated from UTV. 

In a way you could say that we came up with the idea. I had written a background paper … and 
we had invited to a seminar on the subject what later became a reference group for the first 
evaluation in the series. As I understood … it was clear that there was a need for looking at the 
support for the agricultural sector, but it grew and became rural development later, a bit wider. … 
If you were working with economic life overall, then you could not avoid the most important part of 
it and I interpreted it as that there was a kind of consensus in this group, but it was people from 
different … there were many from INEC, but there were also people from NATUR, it was a 
mixed group, but it was a reference group. So I thought that there was a need, but I didn’t know 
how strong it was from NATURE by then. Later they had much more of an internal process, so 
I have learnt afterwards, where those questions had been brought to the fore. Thus, I believe 
perhaps the need and demand really was bigger than I at any rate had realised.119 UTV officer

The evaluation was supposed to provide an input to the shaping of a policy for 
private sector development support. Almost as soon as the first evaluation had 
started it was decided to go on with another two. These were to concentrate on 
Sida’s support for the private sector in rural development and agriculture. A 
reference group was formed to put together the Terms of Reference. It attracted 
great interest and people outside the reference group were also present at the 
meetings. No embassies seem to have been involved. 

Evaluation analysis 
The evaluation report presents an overview of the changing conditions for PSD in 
Africa, followed by a description of Sida’s policy approach to PSD in rural areas. 
Based on these an analytical framework is constructed which is then used to 
analyze the four programmes mentioned above. The literature and the documents 
used for the desk study are presented in a reference list. Reasons for the selection 
of the four programmes are accounted for in an annex. Interviewees are also listed 
in an annex but the interview questions are not available. They seem to have been 
informal conversations adjusted to the programme in question. 

119 In Swedish: På sätt och vis kan man säga att det var vi som kom upp med idén, jag hade skrivit 
nåt bakgrundspapper … och så hade vi bjudit in till ett seminarium kring detta och det blev 
sedermera referensgrupp för det första utvärderingen i serien. Då stod det på nåt sätt klart, som 
jag uppfattade det … att det fanns ett behov av att titta på stöd till jordbrukssektorn i första hand 
men sen växte det och blev landsbygdsutveckling lite vidare  … Skulle man jobba med 
näringslivsfrågor och ta ett helhetsgrepp på de frågorna så gick det inte att undvika den centrala 
näringen och jag uppfattade det som att det fanns nåt koncensus om i den här gruppen, men det 
var folk från olika… det var mycket INEC, det var också folk från NATUR, det var blandat men 
det var en referensgrupp. Så att jag uppfattade som det också fanns, fanns ett upplevt behov, men 
jag vet inte hur starkt det var från NATUR just då…. Sedan hade de mycket mer av en intern 
process har jag förstått i efterhand, där de här frågorna har aktualiserats. Så att, jag tror kanske att 
behovet och efterfrågan egentligen var större där än vad… åtminstone jag hade begripit.  
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Conclusions and recommendations 
The evaluation report ends with 12 recommendations. These are fairly general, but 
still fairly clear. It should be possible to specify action to meet the recom-
mendations. One main idea was that intervention in geographically limited areas 
should be linked with national systems and with intervention at other 
administrative levels. Another main point was to pay more attention to socio-
cultural preconditions. 

The validity and quality of evaluation 
The evaluation report scores fairly high according to the criteria in annex 9, 
specifically concerning Evaluation analysis (3.8). The report is well structured and 
written. Findings are analyzed and related to a derived theoretical framework. The 
conclusions seem to be well grounded and relevant.  
The programme officer in NATURE who wrote the original suggestion for the 
MRE was fairly positive as to the quality of the evaluation report. 

No, but I thought that it was rather good. When I look at the recommendations again now, I find 
them very relevant. It indicates that it was a good … that probably the design was good too.120

              Programme officer

The responsible person at UTV was not so impressed by the quality of the 
evaluation. It was OK, but not more. The changes in the conditions for private 
sector development were described, but the analysis of Sida’s approach and policy 
was considered vague and not as well done as expected.  The chief controller had 
wanted the evaluators to acknowledge more of the work that had already been 
done in Sida. The reason for the lack of this in the report is probably that it was 
written and ready long before it was presented to Sida’s management group (see 
above).

The evaluation process 
The evaluation process seems to have been smooth and straightforward. The 
discussions with UTV and the interviews with persons in Sida’s field organization, 
partner organizations and other Sida departments did not cause any problems. 

Interviewees in Sida departments, embassies and partner organizations would 
probably describe the evaluation as top down. The other part of the evaluation, the 
document study, is perhaps more of the bottom up type. 

When the draft report was presented the commissioner had quite a few 
comments regarding the clarity of the arguments, but those problems were easily 
remedied by the consultants. 

120 In Swedish: Nej men jag tyckte att den var rätt bra. Och nu när jag tittar på 
rekommendationerna igen då, så tycker jag att de var mycket relevanta. Det tyder på att det var en 
bra… att upplägget också förmodligen var bra. 
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The value and benefit of evaluation 
The lack of a coherent policy for private sector development initiated the 
evaluation but it also initiated discussions inside the organization. The role of the 
private sector in poverty reduction was recognized and discussed. The evaluation 
report highlighted the problem area, but work was already under way before the 
report was presented. The evaluation served as input in a process that had started 
within Sida even before the evaluation was commissioned. In this process 
important papers have been published concerning PSD such as Improving Income 
among Rural Poor from Natur in August 2004, Making Markets Work for the Poor from 
INEC in October 2003 and also from INEC Private Sector Development – Policy 
Guidelines for Sida’s Support to Private Sector Development in October 2003. 

Summary of the main uses of UTV’s PDS evaluation and MRE  

Stakeholders Use of Evaluation Use of Management 
Response

Sida/GD-level Interactive/Legitimatizing 
(to some extent) 

Instrumental
(to a minor extent) 

Sida/Natur Conceptual 
(to some extent) 

Instrumental
(to some extent) 

Sida/Inec Conceptual 
(to some extent) 

Instrumental
(to some extent) 

Sida/Ethiopia   
Sida/Tanzania   
Sida/Zambia   
Sida/Mocambique   
Sida/UTV Conceptual 

(to a minor extent) 
Not at all 

Management response 

Document analysis 
Management response for the evaluation has been worked out by a specific group 
at NATUR.

The document scores high (3.5) on the criteria specified in annex 9 and labelled 
Management Response. All recommendations are commented on and reasons 
given for agreement or disagreement. In the final conclusion it is stated that most 
of the recommendations can only be realized over a longer period of time and 
therefore the action plan comprises only four tasks. Responsible departments/units 
are named and there is also a time schedule. Still it scores relatively low on the third 
criteria group, Action plan, as no specific person has been given responsibility for it 
and there is no explicit date mentioned for the follow-up. 
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Stakeholders’ assessment of the MRE? 
There are very few comments in the MRE and there is no overall assessment of the 
evaluation. In the comments on the different recommendations, assessments of  
the relevance, accuracy and usefulness are sometimes present.

The report seems to have been more utilized than the MRE. One reason for 
this could be that the recommendations were to a considerable extent recognized 
even before the report was published. 

The MRE process 
The MRE process was initiated by the chief controller according to the rules for 
the MRE system. He asked NATUR to write a suggestion for the MRE, and the 
Head of NATUR gave the task to a group of six persons and appointed a leader for 
the group. INEC was invited to give comments on a draft version and a discussion 
was held. The draft was also sent to the involved embassies, but no comments were 
provided by them. The way the MRE process was conducted is not mentioned in 
the MRE document, but has been clarified in interviews. 

The suggestion for MRE from NATUR was handed in to the chief controller in 
April 2004. According to him it was a very ambitious document, perhaps too 
ambitious.

Then I thought that this action plan was a bit too ambitious, the first one that they handed 
in … specifically when it is an enthusiastic programme officer who is eager, etc, but it has to 
be balanced, there is no use for too ambitious things and deciding about things that we don’t 
manage to carry out. We should only decide about things that we know we will be able to 
do.121       Former Chief Controller

After consultations with INEC and UTV the action plan was reduced to four 
points as stated above. At that time the third evaluation in the series was in 
progress. After discussions with UTV the chief controller decided to postpone the 
presentation of the report and the MRE to Sida’s management until the corre-
sponding material from the third evaluation was at hand. Thus the MRE was not 
formally decided by the GD until November 2004 which meant that several parts 
of the action plan had already been carried out. 

In April 2005 the chief controller asked NATUR for a follow-up on the action 
plan. NATUR wrote an answer telling that three of the actions had been fulfilled 
and the fourth had been delayed as EU had newly written policy guidelines for the 
tenure of natural resources. 

121 In Swedish: Sen tyckte jag att det var lite för ambitiöst kanske i den här handlingsplanen, den 
första dom kom med… särskilt när det är en entusiastisk handläggare som är villig osv, men man 
måste väga av, vi har ingen glädje av för ambitiösa saker och fatta beslut om sån som vi inte orkar 
genomföra. Vi ska bara fatta beslut om sådana saker som vi vet att vi ska kunna genomföra. 
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Embassy’s RCH evaluation in Rajasthan, India. 

Evaluation object 
The evaluation “Integrating Social Support in Reproductive and Child Health” (RCH) in 
Rajasthan, India, (Sida Evaluation 03/24) was commissioned by the Swedish 
Embassy in India. It is a small evaluation (SEK 60 000) and it is an end-of-project 
evaluation. The project is also rather small (SEK 3 m) and is about support for a 
network of eight NGOs. The project was implemented in 2000-2003 through the 
network and coordinated by a Research Institute in Jaipur. 

The objectives of the project were to create a demand for appropriate RCH 
services through increased awareness, advocacy and sensitization to contextual geo-
cultural requirements. And to follow a life cycle approach with coverage of all age 
groups and both genders. 

Evaluation commission and purpose 
The purpose of the evaluation was to assess the achievements of the project, to 
review the capacity of networking NGOs, to assess the processes of community 
mobilization and issues of sustainability, and finally to recommend a future course 
of action. The ToR was prepared by the Development Cooperation Section (DCS) 
at the Embassy. 

The need for evaluation 
The project was completing its first phase of implementation and before continuing 
support for the next phase, an evaluation was planned. The evaluation was initiated 
by the Embassy in compliance with Sida’s Evaluation Plan 2002. 

Yes, it was our need because at that time we faced a situation where we had to decide whether to 
continue our support for these activities or not. That’s why we did … you could really call it a 
deeper follow-up, but we called it an evaluation in order to have good grounds and as input to the 
preparation of a continuous support.122           Embassy counsellor

Evaluation analysis 
The report gives a brief description of the project. The two main objectives of the 
project is to create a demand for appropriate RCH services through increased 
awareness, advocacy and sensitization to contextual geo-cultural requirements at all 
times emphasizing gender sensitivity and women’s equality in RCH matters, and to 
follow a life cycle approach with coverage of all age groups and both genders. 

122 In Swedish: Ja det var väl vårt behov för att vi stod då inför en beslutsituation om vi skulle 
fortsätta stödja den här verksamheten. Därför gjorde vi då en… en man skulle egentligen kulla 
kalla det djupare uppföljning, men vi kallade då för evaluering för att då… ha en bra grund och 
som en input in i beredningen utav fortsatt stöd. 
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The issues addressed in the evaluation are presented as well as the methodology 
and the number of interviews undertaken. The Sida documents that were studied 
are listed in an annex. 

The findings are presented in a clear way, but no empirical support for them is 
given. 

Conclusions and recommendations 
The conclusions are presented as 16 achievements and 8 limitations. The overall 
conclusion is that the project has achieved what it set out to do. Besides the 
creation of a demand for RCH, specific outputs are reported such as immunisation 
against tetanus and more safe deliveries. Each NGOs capacity and contribution to 
the project, as well as the effectiveness of the network system, has yet to be 
improved.

There are 8 recommendations related to the network, i.e. it must “develop a 
vision of its larger role” and participatory and management skills need to be 
developed. There are also programmatic recommendations such as that the next 
project should be targeting teenage girls and boys and that there are several of 
inter-linkages to be made with other sector programmes.

The validity and quality of the evaluation 
An assessment of the report shows that it is reasonably clear and comprehensive. 
In comparison with other reports of approximately the same size, this report is of 
higher quality. The purpose and method are acceptable in terms of compre-
hensiveness and clarity, and only minor criticism can be pointed to (scores 3). The 
evaluation analysis in the report is partly acceptable (2). If the lack of use of other 
studies and an assessment compared with Sida’s overall goals is not considered, 
which would be reasonable in a minor evaluation, the evaluation analysis is 
acceptable (3). 

Evaluation process 
The main stakeholders of this evaluation were the eight partner agencies and the 
DCS.

A participatory mode of evaluation was followed to reach a consensus. Three 
separate workshops were conducted with the network partners. One workshop 
planned the scope and design of the evaluation and comprised a self-evaluation 
process. The second workshop was carried out with female staff on the network to 
obtain their perceptions of gender mainstreaming and the third discussed the 
findings, recommendations and future directions. One of the consultants describes 
the process as 

Very participatory, transparent, committed to building consensus all along the way. 
Whenever there was a need of confrontation we did not shy away from it. The attitude was 
one of problem-solving. 
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Stakeholders’ participation was high through all stages, planning the scope, modalities, 
logistics of the evaluation, conducting the evaluation, analysis of findings, feedback and 
planning on the basis of eth feedback.        Evaluation team leader 

The consultants prepared a checklist and guidelines to aid visits to NGOs, villages, 
and when conducting interviews with the main stakeholders and the community. 
Prior to the field work and visits, the consultants undertook a desk review of the 
project document and other relevant documents such as records, reports, training 
curricula etc.  

The value and benefit of the evaluation 
According to the responsible programme officer at the embassy the evaluation 
provided some valuable recommendations which have a bearing on the plans and 
programmes in the next phase, particularly in relation to strengthening the 
structure, systems and processes of the network, the programmatic elements that 
need to be addressed and the importance of a baseline for monitoring progress and 
evaluation.

The coordinator of the partner organizations states that the benefit to the 
partners was that there was learning regarding the participatory methodology, new 
inputs, the gaps and also the positive outcomes and remedial measures to be taken 
in the next programme . 

Summary of the main uses of Integrating Social Support in Reproductive and Child 
Health in Rajasthan, India  and corresponding MRE 

Stakeholders Use of Evaluation Use of Management 
Response

Sida/New Delhi Instrumental 
(to a minor extent) 

Instrumental
(to a minor extent) 

RCH Network (including 8 
NGOs)

Conceptual
(to some extent) 

Instrumental
(to some extent) 

Management response 
Document analysis 
The management response comprises a table of all recommendations, and an 
action plan for all recommendations but one. Planned actions are, for examples, to 
develop an advocacy strategy within the programme and HIV/AIDS prevention, 
and intervention should be a major component of the programme in the next 
phase.

An assessment of the management response shows that the overall assessment 
of the evaluation is partly acceptable (2). Evaluation findings have been discussed 
with the participating NGOs, which rarely is the case. However, comments on the 
findings and reasons for the responses to them are not included in the MRE 
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(1).The action plan is very comprehensive and specific (3), indicating at the same 
time that the evaluation is supposed to be used instrumentally. 

Stakeholders’ assessment of the MRE 
As all the partner organizations participated in the development of the MRE it can 
be assumed that they were satisfied with it. They also agreed to follow the action 
plan developed by the DCS. The partners obviously appreciated the guidelines they 
had been given for the second phase of the project. 

The MRE process 
In accordance with Sida’s guidelines on MREs, the DCS at the Embassy took the 
initiative. A report was disseminated to the partners, a meeting was called to discuss 
all the issues raised. Issues were also raised a number of times during the develop-
ment of RCH phase II. 

The network partners produced the MRE jointly but it was not put into a 
document. Four NGO heads shared the main responsibility, although the 
coordinating secretariat of the network had the major responsibility.  

The DCS at the embassy developed an action plan, which is the officially 
decided MRE. The action plan was agreed by the network partner NGOs for 
follow-up. As indicated in the action plan, most of the recommendations are to be 
adhered to during the next phase of project implementation.

According to the coordinator of the RCH network the evaluation process and 
the MRE process created a learning opportunity for the partner NGOs. 

The benefit to the partners was that learning took place regarding the participatory 
methodology, new inputs, the gaps and also the positive outcomes and remedial measures to 
be taken in the next programme.   Coordinator RCH network

The planning of the phase II used the evaluation and recommendations while 
finalizing the project document.  
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SEKA Evaluation of Distribution of Second Hand Clothes in Angola

Evaluation object 
The evaluation Distribution of Second Hand Clothes in Angola Implemented by Practical 
Solidarity (Sida Evaluation 03/28) is about an end-of-phase project implemented 
between 1998 and 2002. Practical Solidarity (PS), a Swedish NGO, is Sida’s 
implementing partner or distribution channel. In this project PS also cooperates 
with the Angola Ministry of Social Assistance and Reintegration (MINARS) and a 
NGO company (PROMODES).

The overall object of the support has been to strengthen national organizations 
working with activities contributing to social, economic and political equality.  
Clothes distributed by MINARS were used to provide destitute people with 
clothes, either through free distribution or “clothes for work” activities. A portion 
of the clothes, about 30%, were sold commercially to fund the management of the 
programme or given to the staff of MINARS as “incentives”. 

Clothes distributed by PROMODES were commercialized and the income used 
to finance activities of the mother NGO to PROMODES, ADRA.

Evaluation commission and purpose 
This medium-sized evaluation (SEK 360 000) was commissioned by SEKA, a 
sector department which has not produced so many evaluation reports.

The purpose of the evaluation was to get better knowledge of the effects of the 
support and provide an independent assessment of PS and its cooperation partners’ 
capacity to handle clothes. The evaluation covers the period 1998-2002. 

The need for evaluation 
Rather early in the project the representative from PS noted shortcomings in the 
reports from MINARES, which indicated to him that this organization did not 
have the capacity that was needed. In his reports to Sida this was mentioned, and 
he also asked for an independent evaluation.

I already mentioned … I seem to remember that it was in 2000 or 200 ... to the then responsible PO 
that there was a need for looking over the activities by some impartial agency. The reason was that I 
had begun to notice that there were too many shortcomings in the reports. … But nothing happened 
and in the meantime I sent several reminders. Now I know that this unit, SEKA had some problems 
with turnover of personnel and reorganization, which I suppose contributed to this delay.123

                   Practical Solidarity 

123 In Swedish: Jag nämnde redan vid… jag vill minnas att det var år 2000 eller 2001 till dåvarande 
handläggare att det fanns behov av att titta över verksamhet nu, från opartiskt håll då. Och vad 
som låg till grund till det var att jag började notera att det började bli lite för mycket brister i 
rapporteringarna… Men det dröjde och jag gjorde ett antal påminnelser under tiden… Nu vet jag 
att under den här tiden så hade den här avdelningen, SEKA, hade en del problem med 
omsättning på folk och omstrukturering som jag antar har bidragit till den här förseningen av 
utvärderingen.
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Due to different circumstances the evaluation was not commissioned until 2002, 
and the report was submitted in April 2003.

Conclusions and recommendations 
The main conclusion is that although the support has a high degree of relevance, 
the implementation and results are poor. The cooperation partners’ capacity is 
regarded as doubtful because of capacity deficiencies indicating low potential for 
sustainability.

The recommendations are expressed in mild terms but fairly clearly. One 
recommendation to PS is to seriously consider continued collaboration with the 
NGO-owned company. A prerequisite for ongoing support is that the problems at 
hand can be dealt with effectively. Another recommendation is to encourage PS to 
seek alternative distribution channels and consider more long term strategies in its 
development activities. 

The validity and quality of the evaluation 
A qualitative assessment of the evaluation report indicates that the conclusions and 
the recommendations scores very high (2.8), indicating that they are unambiguous 
and concrete. However, the clarification of purpose and method (1.6), and the 
evaluation analysis (2) are not acceptable or only partly acceptable. Accordingly, a 
reader of this report cannot check the empirical basis or follow how conclusions 
have been drawn. However, the limitations of the evaluation are accessible and 
presented openly. Therefore a reader may still be convinced about the relevance 
and appropriateness of recommendations. In this evaluation, because of the frank 
clarification of limitations, one can more easily live with the shortcomings as to 
method and systematic analysis. 

The programme officer in charge at Sida and the representative from PS were 
not impressed by the quality of the evaluation. Both of them believe that the 
evaluation could have been more extensive, but taking into account the limited 
budget and also the difficulties in travelling to the more remote parts of the 
country, they are nevertheless satisfied with the report. The Swedish consultant is 
of the same opinion, but also says that another 2-3 weeks would give better support 
to, but probably not change the conclusions. 

In general I don’t think that we would have arrived at any radically different conclusions if 
we had had another two to three weeks. It is my guess … however the quality would have 
been improved, it would have been on a sounder basis.124    Evaluator

124 In Swedish: Alltså, på det stora hela taget så tror inte jag att vi skulle kommit till några radikalt 
andra slutsatser om vi hade haft en eller två eller tre veckor till. Det är min gissning… däremot så 
hade det blivit en, alltså en högre kvalitet, det hade varit bättre underbyggt. 
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Evaluation process 
The evaluation commenced in February 2003 with interviews in Sweden with PS 
and Sida and studies of relevant documentation. However, an account of the docu-
mentation used is absent. 

A field visit of 10 days, including travel days, to Angola was used for meetings 
with representatives of MINARS, ADRA, PROMODES, the Swedish Embassy 
and other stakeholders. A list of people interviewed is given in an annex. The 
evaluation mission to Angola coincided with the yearly monitoring visit by PS. The 
two activities were conducted separately but provided many opportunities to check 
information and to exchange impressions.

The purpose of the evaluation is clearly defined as an accountability evaluation 
with the aim of checking project activities. The representatives of the Angolan 
organizations most likely experienced this as a typical top-down evaluation. 

A draft report was presented to Sida in April and was discussed with Sida and 
PS in a seminar in May. Comments were considered in the revision of the final 
report.

Value and benefit of evaluation 
From Sida’s point of view the value and benefit of the evaluation is that its result 
could be used as a reason for the decision to phase out the financial support to the 
project.

… honestly I think that it was an unusually useful evaluation, really, where we in fact were able 
to take a rather strong measure, grounded partly on the evaluation even if there were additional 
reason. So I think it was unusually useful125.          Programme  officer

According to the Programme officer this support could possibly have been 
withdrawn anyway as the situation in Angola has improved and that the 
humanitarian need for clothes is less urgent than it was when the project started. 

From the point of view of PS the value and benefit lies in the fact that their 
worries concerning partner organizations’ capacity problems were confirmed. The 
evaluation report gave them a tool for serious discussions with their partner 
organization and arguments for eventually closing down the cooperation. The 
representative of PS also says that they have learned to be more careful and 
observant in the future. 

The report has been translated into Portuguese and presented to MINARES 
and PROMODES. PS has had discussions with leading persons in these organ-
izations. It can be assumed that they also have learned something from the report. 

125 In Swedish:  …jag tycker att det var en ovanligt användbar utvärdering faktiskt om man ska 
vara ärlig… där vi faktiskt har kunnat ta ett liksom konkret beslut om en ganska kraftfull åtgärd, 
delvis med utvärderingen som grund, det finns ju andra skäl också. Så jag tycker den var ovanligt 
användbar.
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Summary of main uses of “Distribution of Second Hand Clothes in Angola implemented 
by Practical Solidarity”, and corresponding MRE  

Stakeholders Use of Evaluation Use of Management 
Response

Sida/Deso Instrumental 
(to a large extent) 

Instrumental
(to some extent) 

Sida/Angola   
Minars  Not at all 
Promodes  Not at all 
Practical Solidarity Instrumental126

(to some extent) 
Not at all 

Management Response 
Document analysis 
The Management response was worked out by the Sida programme officer in charge 
of the project. It summarizes the conclusions drawn from the evaluation, but without 
offering an assessment of the evaluation. Under the heading “Sida’s conclusions” 
measures are taken in line with the recommendations, that is, Sida decided to phase 
out support for shipment of second hand clothes as a result of the evaluation and 
other considerations. The action plan is very clear and this component scores high 
(3.8). Surprisingly, a very clear and straightforward plan, with a decision of 
termination, is worked out on a limited assessment of the evaluation (1.25) and based 
on little deliberation, at least reported in the management response (1.75). 

Stakeholders’ assessment of MRE. 
PS has not seen the MRE. Its representative has, however, taken part in the planning 
of the phasing out period which coincides with the first part of the action plan.  

Other stakeholders, like MINARS and PROMODES, have not been asked if 
they know that there is a management response, but as the MRE is written in 
Swedish it is not likely that they have read it. 

In this case the MRE is used but those organizations most affected of Sida’s 
actions are not aware of the MRE. Thus MRE is used as a background document.

The MRE process 
The MRE was worked out by the programme officer in charge on his own initiative 
as this seems to be the standard procedure within the department. Measures were 
discussed with the head of department, who also took the formal decision of the 
MRE.

126 Perhaps Tactical. Practical Solidarity had asked for this evaluation during seveal years as it was 
suspected that things did not function well. 
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Of the four points in the action plan the first two have been carried out. The last 
two points seem to have been forgotten, perhaps depending on the fact that they 
should be performed 1-2 years after the completion of the MRE. Different factors 
contribute to create this problem like a heavy workload on the programme officer 
and replacements of personnel. A new controller may not even be aware of this 
evaluation and corresponding MRE. 
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Annex 8. Proposed guidelines for administrative dealing with Sida Response 
(SR) system and Sida Partner Response (SPR) system 

Guidelines for administrative dealing with SR 
Step 1: A response committee is set up for each evaluation. The first decision is to 
develop or not to develop SR in each case. If Sida decide not to work out a SR 
some of the following arguments could justify such decision: the evaluation is not 
validated, holds an unacceptable quality, findings have no implications, or all 
suggested recommendations have been implemented. A formal decision is taken by 
the committee not to develop SR, including Sida’s arguments. The decision is filed 
together with the evaluation. If a decision is made to work out SR, the response 
committee then has to decide what kind of SR to develop. A limited response 
could be reasonable when the evaluation has limited scope and implications, and a 
complete SR in all other cases.  

Step 2: The committee gives a person the commission to administrate the 
dissemination of evaluation reports together with a newly developed response sheet 
to collect the following information (could be the responsible for the evaluation): a 
summary of main findings (could be executive summary), an assessment of 
evaluation quality, lessons learned, implications for Sida, agreement/disagreement 
to conclusions and recommendations, suggestions for actions. It decides to whom 
the evaluation report and SR sheet should be sent. A limited response implies that 
the response is not so elaborated and the response sheet is sent to one or two of 
the most concerned. 

Step 3: Responsible for SR at Sida gathers responses and brings them together 
into one document. The manager who owns the evaluation has the responsibility 
for developing Sida’s joint response and the action plan comprising responsible 
departments, persons, time plan for implementation of actions and follow up. 
Once the “draft SR” is developed it is disseminated for comments. The draft is sent 
to all concerned departments for comments which will promote learning. A 
decision is made whether a response seminar should be arranged. A SR decision is 
then taken in the response committee. Next, the SR is disseminated to those 
concerned together with the evaluation report.

UTV evaluations and related SR are presented to the DG, discussed and 
formally approved by DG. If the DG disagrees with the SR it can be changed or 
decided to be reworked.

Step 4: The SRs are systematically linked into existing system for organizational 
planning and decision making. The SR and evaluation reports are filed together at 
concerned departments and units, at UTV, and on the publication data base. 

Step 5: SR are followed up twice a year by the chief controller and controllers. 
The Sida Board is presented a summary report on evaluations, SR and follow ups 
twice a year. The Board keeps an eye on how the SR system works, checks system 
dysfunctions, standardisation effects, role conflicts, and requests quality controls. 
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Guidelines for administrative dealing with SPR 
Step 1: A joint Sida-partner response committee is set up for each evaluation which 
consists of the most concerned and affected by the evaluation. The first decision is 
to develop or not to develop SPR. The committee decides not to work out SPR 
when the evaluation is not validated, holds an unacceptable quality, findings have 
no implications, all suggested recommendations have been implemented. If this is 
the case a formal decision is taken by the committee not to develop SR, including 
the arguments. If SPR is found worthwhile the most concerned Sida manager in 
dialogue with partners take responsibility for the next step (by giving two persons 
the commission to administrate the second step). 

Step 2: Disseminate evaluation report together with a newly developed response 
sheet to collect the following information: a summary of main findings (could be 
executive summary), an assessment of evaluation quality, lessons learned, 
implications for Sida and partners, agreement/disagreement to conclusions and 
recommendations addressed to Sida and partners respectively, suggestions for 
actions. The committee decides to whom evaluation report and SPR sheet should 
be sent. 

Step 3: Responsible manager for SPR at Sida and the partners collect responses 
and synthesis, in collaboration, the pieces into one document “a draft SPR”. Once 
the draft SPR is developed it is sent back for comments to Sida and partners. The 
committee decides whether a response seminar should be arranged. A joint 
decision is taken on SPR (comprising collected information, the response, an action 
plan with responsible departments/ persons, time plan for implementation of 
actions and follow up). The SPR is disseminated to those concerned together with 
the evaluation report. If no compromise can be achieved without violating basic 
Sida principles, Sida has to use its veto and end the process and switch to 
developing its own response. 

Step 4: SPRs are systematically linked into existing organizational planning and 
decision making forums. The SPR and evaluation reports are filed together at Sida. 
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Annex 10. Five focus group interviews 

Five focus group interviews were conducted. The interviewed groups were: 

UTV personnel 4 persons 
Heads of Sida units 2 persons 
Controllers 2 persons 
Programme Officers 3 persons 
Embassy Counsellors 3 persons 

Originally the interviews were planned for four persons, but it turned out to be 
difficult to gather that number of persons from each group at the same time as 
many of them were busy in different meetings. At two incidents, persons who had 
promised to come nevertheless failed to appear. 

The groups were asked to discuss their experiences of the MRE system and the 
use and value of the system.  They were also invited to give their opinion of it as 
well as measures to improve it. In a supplementary short questionnaire they were 
asked about their knowledge of the MRE system, its aims and the way they were 
introduced to it. The interviews were recorded. 

Most of the interviewed persons seem to have found out about the MRE 
system by studying various documents, but also by asking colleagues. Just one 
person reported that he had been informed by his predecessor. Some say that they 
have had no introduction at all. There seems to be no standard way to introduce 
newly employed persons to the system. 

Even if most of the interviewees claim that they know the aim of the MRE 
system there are misunderstandings about the administrative routines. Some believe 
that all MREs should go to the Chief controller and, as there is no such person at 
present, they are quite confused. 

If I remember what it looks like, not all evaluations should have an MRE, but which ones, I am 
not sure. Or do all evaluations have to have them?127     Controller

As I see it, there is no CC. … Then it feels as if these MREs, I don’t know what happens to 
them.128        Controller

When the staff were first asked to produce an MRE the reactions were negative. It 
was another task in an already heavy work load. However, fairly soon it was 
accepted and even appreciated. 
When it came, I believe that, as always happens when there is a new task, people were confounded 
and irritated over having to do that too. What are you going to take away when you add a new 

127 In Swedish: Om jag kommer ihåg hur det ser ut, så är det ju att alla utvärderingar inte ska ha 
en MRE, men vilka som ska ha, det är jag osäker på. Eller är det att alla utvärderingar ska ha det? 
128 In Swedish: Som jag ser det så finns det ingen CC. … Så därför så känns det som om de här 
MRE… jag vet inte vad som händer med dom. 
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task? … and people disliked it for that reason. But it ceased rather soon because it is logical, it is 
reasonable. It is the right explanation for why we should have it.129   Head of unit 

I took it more like something that I had to do, that it is a part of the process. Later on I have 
come to appreciate it more than what I did when I had to start with it.130 Programme officer

The way MREs are produced varies considerably. In some cases the action is 
carried out as soon as the evaluation report is presented, and the MRE is written 
afterwards as a form of documentation. In other cases the actual work with the 
MRE forces the writer to read the evaluation report very carefully and consider its 
results in a much deeper way. The possibility to reject recommendations and to 
give reasons for the rejections is appreciated. Some interviewees claim that the 
group process initiated by the evaluation report is of great value. However, it might 
have happened regardless of the MRE. The management response is seen as pure 
documentation of what was decided during the process. 

And then the plan you write down in this model .. partly it is … that is when you write the 
MRE you have already carried out some of the points  you’ve set up, so in a way it becomes a 
retroactive scheme. Perhaps the last points where you think forward.131          Programme  officer

… that it forces the Programme  officer to really read the evaluation report from beginning to  end 
even if he is not so very interested. But they are forced to do it and forced to sit down and think132.

Head of unit

129 In Swedish: ”När det kom så tror jag att folk, som alltid när det kommer en ny pålaga, blev 
förbannade och irriterade över att vi ska göra det också. Vad ska ni ta bort när ni lägger på 
ytterligare en arbetsbörda? … och folk tyckte illa om det av det skälet. Men det gick över rätt 
snabbt för att det är logiskt liksom, det är motiverat. Det är rätt förklaring till varför man ska ha 
det.”
130 In Swedish: ”Jag tog det mera som något jag var tvungen att göra, att det är en del i processen. 
I efterhand har jag uppskattat det mer än vad jag gjorde när jag skulle börja med det.” 
131 In Swedish: Och sen den plan man gör upp i den här mallen… delvis är det… alltså när man 
skriver management response så har man redan gjort delar av de här punkterna man sätter upp så 
det blir på sätt och vis ett retroaktivt schema. Kanske de sista punkterna där blir att man tänker 
sig framåt. 
132 In Swedish: att det tvingar handläggaren att faktiskt läsa utvärderingen från början till slut även 
om de inte är så intresserade egentligen. Men de tvingas göra det och tvingas sätta sig ner och 
tänka.
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MRE gave a possibility, but also forced us at the Embassy to take up some kind of standpoint 
about the recommendations made in the evaluation. Where are we now? What should others do 
after those recommendations and conclusions? An advantage that we also saw was that we clearly 
had the possibility to reject the recommendations and conclusions where we did not agree, and 
explain why.133             Embassy counsellor

The problem is that the paper is seen as a final end, but people do not see that the paper is just a 
confirmation. To me it is important that a process has taken place, it is the process that is 
interesting. When a certain consensus has been reached.134         Embassy counsellor

So the MRE wasn’t an important instrument for me in my work, it would have happened 
anyway. (I would have worked the same way, without the system.)135          Programme  officer

In most cases people see MREs as a good way to document what has been said and 
decided concerning the evaluation. The documentation is of value for newly 
employed staff, but also for accountability. It will enable Sida’s principals to follow 
up what Sida has done in certain programmes or projects. 

And just then, documenting for the future, that it has been documented, that we took up a 
standpoint, that people can see what has happened.136   Head of unit

… to carry out certain tasks, not only for yourself but also for those that are responsible for the 
organization. Now we as an evaluation organization have the opportunity to return to the matter 
some years later and check what Sida said and did …137   UTV officer 

Heads of units also add that an MRE ensures a certain quality, gives structure to 
the working procedures at Sida, and perhaps reduces the amount of negligence. 
When it comes to learning through the MRE process there are again different 
opinions depending on the individual experiences. In cases where a single person is 

133 In Swedish: Det gav en möjlighet, men också tvingade oss på ambassaden att ta någon typ av 
ställning till de rekommendationer som gjordes i utvärderingen. Var är vi nu och vad ska andra 
göra efter de här rekommendationerna och slutsatser. En fördel som vi också såg, var att vi på ett 
tydligt sätt en möjlighet att avfärda de rekommendationer och slutsatser som vi inte höll med om 
och förklara varför. 
134 In Swedish: Problemet är väl att man ser papper som en slutstation, men man ser inte att 
pappret bara är en bekräftelse. För mig är det viktigt att en process har skett, det är processen 
som är intressant. När man har uppnått ett visst samförstånd. 
135 In Swedish: Så att management response har inte varit nåt instrument… centralt instrument 
för mig i mitt arbete utan det skulle skett i alla fall, utan management response. 
136 In Swedish: Och sen just att dokumentera för framtiden. Att det finns dokumenterat, att vi tog 
ställning, att man kan se sen vad som hände.
137 In Swedish: … att göra vissa åtagande, inte bara inför sig själv utan också för dom som är 
principaler för organisationen. Nu har ju vi som, utvärderingsorganisation har ju möjligheter att 
komma tillbaka ett antal år senare, att det gjordes en utvärdering, och vad tycker Sida, jo Sida sa 
faktiskt och gjorde det här… 
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working out the MRE by himself, learning is limited. But when the MRE is the 
result of group processes in seminars and other meetings, learning may be more 
extensive and widespread. Those who only read the MRE or have it presented to 
them are not likely to learn very much from it. 

The person who puts together a document like this, I believe is the one that learns most.138

Head of unit

And then this MRE to me as a Programme officer can be something like this: These things I’ll 
have to remember, that was what was concluded from the latest evaluation, Sida has to consider 
this and that, and this must be considered by the receiving organization.139 Programme officer

We learned a lot, as almost all the programme officers were involved due to all the different parts of 
the programme. But I could think of a case with an MRE where just one Programme officer was 
involved, which would not lead to much learning at the embassy.140 Embassy counsellor

When the MRE document has been produced and accepted, it is rarely used. In 
some cases it is used in discussions with the actual partner organizations, but for 
that purpose the evaluation report is more commonly used. In cases where the 
former Chief controller (who still handles the MRE process for UTV initiated 
evaluations) has requested an MRE, the document is sent to him. Few people know 
what happens to it after that. Other MRE documents are filed in the department 
concerned. In some cases no MRE has been produced and nobody seems to have 
asked for it either. This lessens the importance of the whole procedure specifically 
for those programme officers who are responsible for writing MREs. 

I have not directly discussed the MRE with the partner organization. I have sent the evaluation 
report and had a dialogue around it. So that all participants in this co-operation have had the 
opportunity at some time to comment on the evaluation … not for the decisions, they have been 
able to express their points of view on the evaluation itself and perhaps not said anything in that 
process about how to proceed and such like.141            Programme officer

138 In Swedish: Den som sätter upp de här dokumenten tror jag är den som lär sig mest. 
139 In Swedish: Och då kan det här management response för mig som handläggare vara nåt sånt 
här: de här och dehär grejerna ska jag komma ihåg, det var det här man drog ut från den förra 
utvärderingen, det här ska Sida tänka på och det här ska mottagarorganisationen tänka på. 
140 In Swedish: För oss blev det mycket lärande pga. att nästan alla handläggare var inblanda pga. 
av alla de här olika delinsatserna. Men jag skulle kunna tänka mig att vi skulle kunna ha ett fall 
med en MRE där bara en handläggare är inblandad och att det inte naturligt leder till något 
jättelärande ute på ambassaden. 
141 In Swedish: Jag har inte diskuterat direkt management responsen med samarbetspartnern. Jag 
har skickat ut utvärderingen och haft en dialogue där. Så att alla som har deltagit i det här 
samarbetet någon gång har fått säga sitt om utvärderingen … inte för ställningstagandet, de har 
mer fått komma in med synpunkter på själva utvärderingen och kanske inte i just den processen 
har de kommit in med synpunkter på hur man ska gå vidare och så där. 



140

I also thought that an MRE was a really good thing to have in the dialogue with partner 
organizations because it showed in a focussed way what had emerged and the position we had 
taken.142             Embassy counsellor

Who receives them? They are written and then … I read them in some way and the programme 
officer reads them and then they are put into a file. What should really happen to them?143

Head of unit 

And then one rather wonders who this was written for, if there is no type of reaction from the 
management that so few MREs are handed in.144     Controllers

There is in a way no connection to either the controller function or to the head of unit. That they 
ask for: Okay, what does this mean if we are moving into phase 2, for instance – this MRE? 
There is no connection so that I know that it means something and that I do this really well. Even 
to somebody else and not only to myself.145              Programme officer

I cannot remember that somebody from home asked for an MRE, or that somebody from the 
central authorities, from a regional department, or sometimes even the subject departments said that 
they would like to see an MRE. So the demand and the pressure from home was really low which 
of course had an influence at the embassy, one could ”get away with it”.146 Embassy counsellor

According to the original decision concerning MRE (GD 158/98) the action plans 
in the MREs for UTV initiated evaluations should be followed up by the Chief 
controller twice a year. The Chief controller seems to do this once a year in 
connection with the annual report from Sida to the Swedish government.

MREs for evaluations initiated by UTV are normally produced by the 
departments concerned, and UTV has a possibility to comment on them. After that 
people at UTV are not involved and do not know anything about the follow-up 
process.

142 In Swedish: Jag tyckte också att MRE var väldigt bra att ha i dialogueen med samarbets-
partners för den visade fokuserat vad som hade kommit fram och det ställningstagande vi gjorde. 
143 In Swedish: Vem är det som får dom här? De görs liksom och så sätts de in och så se… Jag 
läser de på nåt sätt och handläggaren läser dem och så sätts de in i en pärm. Vad är det som ska 
hända med dem egentligen? 
144 In Swedish: Och då undrar man lite grann för vem man skriver det här, om inte från centralt 
håll har någon typ av reaktion på att det kommer in så lite. 
145 In Swedish: Det finns liksom ingen koppling till antingen controllerfunktionen eller chefen 
alltså. Att de efterfrågar: okej hur kommer det här nu då in om vi ska gå in i fas två, till exempel - 
den här management responsen? Det finns liksom ingen koppling så att man vet att det spelar en 
viss roll att jag gör det här väldigt bra. Också för någon annan och inte bara för mig själv. 
146 In Swedish: Jag kan inte påminna mig att någon hemifrån frågade efter en MRE, eller att man 
från hemmamyndigheten, från regionsavdelningen, eller ibland även ämnesavdelningarna, sa att vi 
skulle vilje se ett MRE. Så att efterfrågan och trycket hemifrån var väldigt lågt, vilket naturligtvis 
avspeglar sig på ambassaden, man kunde ”get away with it”. 
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As for the evaluations initiated by the various departments, the action plans in the 
corresponding MREs should be followed up by the Department controller twice a 
year. This does not always happen. Sometimes it seems to be up to the Programme 
officer himself to do the follow-up and sometimes there is no real follow-up. 
Neither the interviewed Heads of units nor the interviewed controllers seemed to 
know how the follow-up was done. 

Referring to the need for documentation and the necessity to carefully read an 
evaluation report, all the interviewed persons are positive to the idea of writing 
MREs, though there are differences between the groups. Most positive are the 
former embassy counsellors. 

So, if we are talking about attitudes, I believe that the attitudes were over all positive to this new 
instrument.147              Embassy counsellor

The positive attitudes to the MRE system should be interpreted as positive to the 
idea of the system, not necessarily the actual design of the system. Some of the 
heads of units question the necessity to write MREs for all evaluations. For 
instance end-of-programme evaluations where there is no continuation of the 
project and where no action will be taken, there is no real need for an MRE. 

In the UTV group the system was regarded as rather instrumental, i.e. the focus 
is on the document itself and less on the processes that led to the content of it. 
This is probably a consequence of the documentation function of the system and 
perhaps to a certain extent the intention of structuring the working procedures, 
making them consistent and consolidating them. It was thought that the learning 
effects of the system would be improved if more emphasis was put on the way the 
MREs are produced. Seminars, discussion groups, involvement of partner organ-
izations were suggested as a means of enhancing learning. This may be more 
relevant for the evaluations initiated by UTV, as they are often of a thematic nature. 

... that it becomes instrumental, that it (the evaluation report) is sent to the Director General, who 
sends it to Chief Controller, who sends it out. Some persons write some answers and then it is put 
together. There are no meetings where people discuss it. There is no time for a dialogue, people just 
positions themselves all the time.148    UTV officer

147 In Swedish: Så pratar vi om attityder så tror jag att attityderna var positiva över lag till det här 
nya instrumentet. 
148 In Swedish: att det blir instrumentellt, att det skickas till GD som skickas till CC som skickar 
ut, så skriver några svar och så sammanställs det. Det är ingen som träffas och samlas och 
tillsammans diskuterar det här. Det finns inget utrymme för dialog, utan man bara positionerar 
sig hela tiden. 
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If the system wasn’t that instrumental then the MRE could be structured in another way. The 
written product, but also the process around the MRE could be different and more participative 
and in a way form a prolonged evaluation process, if you think of a more conceptual use of the 
evaluation, where thoughts and ideas are discussed.149    UTV officer

The conclusions regarding the MRE system that can be drawn from the focus 
group interviews are that 

the attitudes towards the system are generally positive 
it needs clarification 
it is good for documentation purposes 
it gives a certain structure to the working procedures at Sida 
it is not requested by managers and has low status 
its learning effects are questioned 
more emphasis could be put on the working processes 

149 In Swedish: Om systemet inte var så instrumentellt så då skulle ju MRE formuleras på ett 
annat sätt, också så att säga rent den skrivna produkten men också själva processen kring MRE 
skulle kunna vara annorlunda och mer deltagande, och kunna skapa en ytterligare förlängd 
process av utvärderingsprocessen på sätt och viss, om man tänker sig en mer konceptuell 
användning av utvärderingen, där man bollar med tankar och idéer. 
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Annex 11. Interview questions and interviewees 

Evaluation
What was the need for evaluating this project/programme /policy? For 
whom?
With whom were the terms of references discussed and anchored? 
Did the evaluation, in your view, focus on the right questions? 
Was the scope/size of the evaluation enough? 
How would you describe the evaluation process?
Regarding stakeholders participation/involvement, conflicts, process learning 
What is your assessment of the quality of the evaluation? 
Purpose/method, analysis, conclusions/recommendations 
To what extent do you agree with the conclusions/recommendations? 
What do you think about the value and benefit of the evaluation? 
For Sida in general, Sida department(s), collaborating partners, for you 

Management response (MRE) 
What is your general attitude to the MRE system and evaluation? 
What has happened since the evaluation report was finished?
Has the report been disseminated? Has the evaluation been discussed? 
Who took the initiative to produce a management response? 
What persons have been involved in the MRE? Anyone’s major responsibility? 
Have you assessed the evaluation as part of the MRE process?  
Have you presented your views of Sida’s management response and action plan? 
Have the collaboration partners been presented or been asked to present their own 
response? If so, how does their response correspond to Sida’s? 

What do you know about the implementation of the action plan? 
Has the plan been followed up? By whom? 
What do you know about the use of the evaluation and/or the MRE? By 
whom? How?
Have you used the evaluation and/or MRE? How? 
Have you noticed that other persons/organizations used the evaluation and/or 
MRE? How? 
Have you observed any effects or consequences of the evaluation and/or 
MRE? If so, can you describe them? 
How do you assess the value and benefit of MREs?
Added value in relation to the evaluation? Explain? 
Does the MRE system meet a need? Is it relevant? 
Is there a need for improvement?  
Do you think there are better alternatives? 
Other comments 



145

Interviewees
Bengt Ekman Chief-controller Intervention logic 
Ann-Marie Fallenius Former Head of UTV Intervention logic 
Bo Göransson Former Director General Intervention logic 
Eva Lithman Head of UTV Intervention logic 
   
Stefan Molund  UTV UTV Ownership evaluation 
Bengt Ekman  Chief Controller UTV Ownership evaluation 
John Weeks  Evaluation team leader SOUS UTV Ownership evaluation 
Bertil Odén  Swedish Embassy, Tanzania UTV Ownership evaluation 
Maria Stridsman,  Swedish Embassy, Kenya UTV Ownership evaluation 
Marianne Kronberg,  Afra UTV Ownership evaluation 
   
Bengt Ekman Chief Controller UTV PSD evaluation 
Gun Eriksson-Skoog UTV UTV PSD evaluation 
Åsa Bjällås, NATUR UTV PSD evaluation 
Kjell Havnevik Evaluation team leader, SLU UTV PSD evaluation 
Mikael Söderbeck  INEC UTV PSD evaluation 
    
Frederik Frisell Programme  officer SEKA evaluation
Ove Klevemark Practical Solidarity SEKA evaluation 
Lennart Peck Evaluator SEKA evaluation 
Kerstin Nordvaller Controller SEKA evaluation 
    
* Yasmin Zaveri-Roi  Programme  officer  Embassy RCH evaluation 
* Renu Khanna  Evaluation team leader Embassy RCH evaluation  
* Satyajit Bhattacharya Coordinator, RCH network Embassy RCH evaluation 
Owe Andersson Embassy counsellor Embassy RCH evaluation 
    
Teresa Rovira  RELA RELA Diakonia evaluation 
Göran Holmqvist  Head of RELA RELA Diakonia evaluation 
Marie-Louise Bruselius SEKA RELA Diakonia evaluation 
Ulrika Modén  Diakonia RELA Diakonia evaluation 
Peter Ottoson Diakonia RELA Diakonia evaluation 
Anna Tibblin, Evaluator, Context RELA Diakonia evaluation 

Rolf Samuelsson,  NATUR, Embassy Vietnam  NATUR forestry evaluation 
Jerker Thunberg, Head of NATUR NATUR forestry evaluation 
Ola Möller,  Swedish Embassy Vietnam NATUR forestry evaluation 
Claes Lindahl, Team leader for the evaluation NATUR forestry evaluation 

Stefan Molund UTV Focus group 
Gun Eriksson-Skoog UTV Focus group 
Stefan Dahlgren UTV Focus group 
Joakim Molander UTV Focus group 
    



146

Ann Stödberg Embassy counsellor Focus group 
Per Lundell Embassy counsellor Focus group 
    
Karin Ringberg Controller Focus group 
Anders Öhrnström Controller Focus group 
    
Ylva Tärnby Head of unit Focus group 
Anders Hedlund Head of unit Focus group 
    
Per Svensson Programme officer Focus group 
Karin Metell-Cueva Programme officer Focus group 
Johanna Palmberg Programme officer Focus group 
M. Hägg-Liljeström Programme officer personal interview 
Elinor Ekman Programme officer personal interview 

* Interview questions distributed and answered by e-mail 
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Sida’s Management 
Response System 

Sida’s management response system was introduced in 1999 to 
promote learning and enhance Sida’s effectiveness. This study 
analyses the system’s characteristics and basic assumptions as 
well as how it works in practice. The study was carried out by 
two researchers at Umeå Centre for Evaluation Research 
(UCER), Umeå University, Sweden. 

The assumptions of the system are consistent to attain the 
desired outcome of better documentation, but not quite 
consistent with the intention of learning. The implementation 
of the system has been uneven and the system has made a limi-
ted contribution to (organizational) learning. Another impor-
tant conclusion is that the present system does not enhance 
partnership, dialogue and ownership.  

The evaluation identifies three options for the future. The 
status quo option implies no changes in routines and proce-
dures in the current system. The second option, referred to as 
the Sida Response (SR) system, modifies and strengthens the 
current system. The third option is a Sida Partner Response 
(SPR) system which includes Sida’s responses to recom-
mendations directed to partners, and partner responses to 
recommendations addressed to Sida. 
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