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ABSTRACT

Evaluation studies can be an important planning tool but
they are often poorly conceived and thus generate little
knowledge that is useful to planners.

Nine evaluation reports of housing development projects,
including slum upgrading, sites and services, and direct
construction in various developing countries are discussed.
The reports are divided into 4 general types of evaluation
depending on design and modes of data collection and
analysis.

The usual dichotomy between quantitative and qualitative
methods misstates the problem of methodological choice.
Instead it is suggested that there are two research paradigms
each of which has a different emphasis on quantitative and
qualitative methods. Based on these paradigms there are two
evaluation approaches. These approaches are termed cost-
effectiveness evaluation and illuminative evaluation.

The author’'s field research of low income housing
projects in Nairobi, Kenya in 1987 serves as a case study of
her contention that effective evaluation is more than a
methodological choice. The paper argues that a proper
understanding of the socio-political context, in which
projects are developed and implemented, is of overriding
importance if useful knowledge is to be generated.

Finally, the paper discusses the choice of evaluator and
the link between the institutional affiliation of the
evaluator and the evaluation approach adopted.

Thesis Supervisor: Bishwapriya Sanyal
Associate Professor
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INTRODUCTION

Recently, I attended a lecture on techniques for
monitoring and evaluation of development projects. In summing
up the discussion the lecturer, a very experienced and
insightful professional, recommended that evaluation should
be kept at a minimum. He argued, that evaluation had, since
its widespread adoption in development assistance in the mid-
seventies, generated large volumes of paper and computer-
tapes with data. Sometimes the data had been generated in an
unusable form, and most of the time the data had remained
unused, regardless of the way it had been presented. On the
whole, enormous sums of money had been wasted on evaluation,
and thus it should be kept at a minimum.

While the lecturer’s critique of evaluation is
insightful - and there is a fairly widespread skepticism
about the value of evaluation - I believe it is wrong to
conclude that evaluation should be kept at a minimum. I
consider evaluation the only effective way in which we can
systematically learn from our experience with development
projects and, in particular, the only way the knowledge
generated can potentially enter into the realm of public
discourse. Evaluation can thus prevent us from having to

"reinvent the wheel" every time we begin a project. I



believe, it is a question of how, rather than if, development
projects should be evaluated. In this paper I discuss this
question, both empirically and theoretically, with reference
to housing projects in developing countries.

In Chapter 1 I review nine evaluation reports of housing
projects including slum upgrading, sites and services, and
direct construction projects. The nine reports are divided
into four general types of evaluation according to their
design and modes of data collection and analysis.

Chapter 2 discusses problems and advantages of the
designs used in four of the evaluations as examples of the
general types of evaluation. A discussion follows, in which I
argue that the usual dichotomy between quantitative and
gqualitative methods misstates the problem of methodological
choice. Instead I suggest the existence of two different
research paradigms, each with a different emphasis on and
usage of quantitative and qualitative methods. The chapter
concludes with a discussion of two distinct approaches to
what an evaluation is, for which I have adopted the terms
cost-effectiveness evaluation and illuminative evaluation.®
The nine evaluations initially reviewed are then used as
examples of the two approaches.

Effective evaluation is, however, more than a

methodological issue. In Chapter 3 I discuss why I believe

I have adopted and adapted these terms from Howard
Richards® discussion of evaluation in Richards, 1985.
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that a proper understanding of the socio-political context of
low income housing projects is of overriding importance in
evaluation research. Here I rely on the low income housing
experience from Nairobi, Kenya as the empirical base for the
discussion. Much of this material is based on my stay in
Kenya during the winter of 1986-87.

In the last chapter, Chapter 4, I discuss the choice of
evaluator, and the link between the institutional affiliation
of the evaluator and the evaluation approach adopted. I argue
that many of the shortcomings of evaluation are tied to
institutional constraints. The different agendas and
pressures on donors and recipients often stand in the way of

effective evaluation.



CHAPTER 1

THE STATE OF THE ART: A REVIEW OF HOUSING EVALUATION REPORTS.

As a starting point for my discussion of evaluation
methodology I shall review a sample of evaluation reports.
All the reports reviewed cover evaluations of one or more
low-income housing projects in a Third World country. The
housing projects fall in three groups: direct construction;
gsite and services including construction of core-houses; and
upgrading projects. The projects differ in the provision of
public utilities, community facilities and services, and
credit. The projects are similar in that they are all fully
or partly funded by external donors. The evaluations
represent 8 countries and 5 multi- and bilateral donor
agencies.

The design of the sample does not fall under any of the
usual definitions of sample design. Random, quota, purposive,
and other sampling procedures all presuppose that somehow
there is equal access to the elements of a population from
which one tries to construct a sample. Getting access to
evaluation reports is, however, a problem. I have
discovered that in many cases donor agencies consider

evaluation reports ‘classified material’; they are rarely



published and seldom available to the public upon request.?
For this reason I have only been able to construct a sizeable
sample by adding reports obtained through “the network’ to
those available through libraries.?

It is alarming that donor agencies - and perhaps
governments* - try to monopolize the knowledge generated
through evaluations or at least keep it out of the hands of
the general public. On the other hand, the fact that agencies
do try to reserve this information tells us something
important for the following discussion of evaluation
methodology. First, it seems obvious that both donor agencies
and governments in general are very sensitive to exposure and
to admitting failure.® Second, one could expect publicly

available reports to be biased in favor of the involved

USAID evaluation reports constitute an exception. All
USAID evaluation reports are considered public domain
and are for sale on a per page fee. This is very
significant in the light of the restrictions other
agencies place on evaluation reports.

This explains why the name of the donor agency, the
city and the country has been changed in one of the evaluations.

The donor agencies often use their counterparts, i.e.
recipient governments, to explain why an evaluation
report cannot be ‘released’. They have agreed, they
say, with the governments that evaluation reports are
only for internal use within the donor and government
agencies, respectively.

Certainly, the monopolizing of information would not
be caused by a desire to hide success.



government and donor agencies.® I shall come back to these
two guestions later in my discussion.

Despite the difficulties I encountered in getting access
to evaluation studies of housing projects, my sample
represents a broad range of methodologies used in evaluating
housing projects. Even if I cannot claim randomness or
representativeness, judging from my general knowledge about
evaluation methodology, a discussion of my sample of
evaluation reports will reflect the state of the art in
evaluation methodology for housing projects.’

The projects

Each evaluation report covers one or more low income
housing projects including direct construction, sites and
services and upgrading projects. Implementation of the first
and the last project started in 1974 and 1985, respectively,
and some of the projects in the sample are currently still in
the implementation phase. Figure 1.1 lists the main
characteristics of the projects.

The evaluations

One way of representing and comparing the evaluations is

There are other reasons why this would be the case even
if the report was not publicly available. An analogy
from the business world will illustrate this point: if
you are in business you must be careful not to insult
your customer - or you may never do business again.

One type of evaluation not represented in my sample is
participatory evaluation, which is widely used by for
example Oxfam America and other agencies. See Appendix
I for a discussion of the advantages and problems of
participatory evaluation.
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to provide a general list of housing project aspects to see
which of these aspects are covered in each of the
evaluations. Figure 1.2 is a matrix listing evaluations and
aspects covered.

While there are some differences in the components
covered - notably concerning project impact in general and
project impact on project participants and community
development in particular - many of the evaluations cover
similar aspects of the projects. On the other hand, the
evaluations are strikingly similar in their almost unanimous
exclusion of gender issues and issues relating to the socio-
political context of low income housing. Possible reasons for
leaving these issues out and the consequences of excluding
them shall be dealt with in greater detail in a later
chapter.

The initial similarity, however, concerning the aspects
of the projects covered, is not matched by a similarity in
data collection or in evaluation design.

Data Collection

The evaluation studies represent a host of sources for
collection of data: interviews, questionnaires, participant-
observations, documents and records, government statistics,
and physical evidence from site visits. The data collection
methods roughly fall into three broad categories: some
evaluators rely on review of documents and records and

interviews with project management for their data; some

11



evaluators add socio-economic surveys of project
participants; and some move into the communities they are
evaluating to collect data through long-term interaction with
project participants and through experiencing what it is like
to live in the project, also known as participant-observer
evaluation. Figure 1.3 lists the data collection sources used
in the reviewed evaluations.

All evaluation studies include guantitative and
qualitative data, and there is a clear tendency to include
more qualitative data the bigger the emphasis on collecting
data from project participants. Notably, none of the
evaluations prepared for USAID used project participants as a
source for data collection. This appears to be characteristic

of a majority of USAID housing evaluations.®

To test the significance of this observation I
conducted a quick survey of a large number of annotated
bibliographies of USAID evaluations of housing
projects. Thirty annotations specifically stated data
collection methods used in the evaluation. Out of the
thirty evaluations eight - or slightly over 25j - had
used interviews with project participants as a source
for data collection.

12



HOUSING PROJECT PROFILE MATRIX

- characteristics of evaluated projects -

included in 7,000 sites
and services plots

as of June 1981

funds spent by 1988
approximate figure

13

]
PROJECT é/ v | < ¥ g % ‘5,(
> N N < < (Vo
Lo > ¢ 2l ] 8 |
: 4
IR I B RS B R I R 3
CHARACTERISTICS VR NI R A B N I R M I b
*IMPLEMENTING AGENCY Fsovmi GZA | GBL |GEC|GSL|{GEG|GBT|GZ2I| G
*DONOR WB |WB (WB |WB |AID|AID|AID|UN |BDA
*YEAR COMMENCED (979197971977 ]|7/280 | 978 |/978 | 1982|1982 ] /379
*YEAR OF EVALUATION (582 | 128/ | 1982|r282 | 982|982 /88 |/98S5 |/ 28S
*EVALUATOR Fi,"g"' C:sz: WB | WR |[UsSAIDjLSAID oc;(}:o Q\}&z OO
*COST (mill. $) (z3) e)
- estimated wz. 1l |2v.S | 38.¢ ‘20 q’-:) :g z.7
- actual ’
*SITES AND SERVICES NA
- # plots
— target 7,000 | ¥, 339 |2,000 |3,200 |30 000 2,362 (1,000
- actual/current 7,000 [3,66S 43,137 2,55/ [1,evS
*UPGRADING NA NA
- # dwellings
- target 24,5021 7,000 |3, 900|872 d) 2,200
- actual/current 7,63 3,788 LS
*DIRECT CONSTRUCTION NA "|NA NA [NA |NA
- # dwellings a
- target 3,500 Sov |se 00| 2oo
- actual/current 3,50 tpole
* INFRASTRUCTURE X X X X X X X X X
*COMMUNITY FACILITIES X X X X X X X
*CREDIT
-materials/construction| X X X X X X X X
-small-scale enterprise| X X X X
*TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE X X X X X X X X X
Figure 1.1: Housing project profile matrix.

e) does not include
technical assistance
and other amounts
difficult to allocate
per program




HOUSING PROJECT EVALUATION MATRIX

- project aspects evaluated -

PROJECT

ASPECT

EL

SRT

LA KA

= (< T

BOTSwANA

ZIMOABWE

SOUTHERN
AFRICA

*HOUSING PROBLEM
AND POLICIES
*PROJECT EVOLUTION
*PROJECT OBJECTIVES
*PROJECT CONTEXT
- socio-economic
- vnolitico-bureaucratic
*LAND ACQUISITION
*CHARACTERISTICS OF
BENEFICIARIES
*PROJECT OUTPUTS:
- physical:
- design and std’s
- house constr.
- infrastructure
- community/com-
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- bldg. materials
- community dev’'t:
- plot allocation/
resettlement
- modes of selfhelp
- income/employment
programs
- comm. activities
- public services
- technical ass.
- fiscal/economic:
- cost of infrastr.
and facilities
- cost/house const.
- credit programs
- cost recovery
- legal:
- tenure/ownership
- eviction/demol.

= | saLvAaboR

>

>

e R o e T T - -l

XM M XK XN | ZAMDBIA

T T o o T - T - R il i

MMM XX X | BocTvIA

KPR

PR XX

L T

MoXX XM X | &ECLADOR

I S

XK X

b T

bl

NA

- N e

MM XX X

i -

NA

Moo Xk

o

Ee o T

g >

Mo D XXX XX K X PR

>R s T -

Kok X

<o

(--continued next page--)
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HOUSING PROJECT EVALUATION MATRIX
(--continued--)

-

PROJECT

SALUADOR
ZAMBLCA
Rocr v A
CAM KA,
EGYeT
2T HBABW

SRTI

ASPECT

EL

RCTSWAALA

ERN

EOUTH
AFRI A

- institutional:
- inst. dev’'t X
- staffing/mgt.
- inter-agency
collaboration
*PROJECT IMPACT NA
- project participants: a)
- targeting and
affordability
- hous. cost/qual.
- access: services
and facilities
- income generation
- comm. dev’'t.
- part.satisfaction
- gender aspects
- housing:
- housing stock
- housing policies X
and standards
- city/area:
- political impact X X
- social impact X X
- local finance X

>
>
>
<
PSS S
>

HHK XXX
Xk R

Ea ol o o T
AP Xk N
- S - e

b e
>

X
X

e

WXoxX XX

>

a) project delay made it impossible to evaluate impact.

Figure 1.2: Housing project evaluation matrix.
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EVALUATION DATA COLLECTION MATRIX
- data collection sources used -

PROJECT| ¥ < | v gﬁ’g/
IR IR R AR
3{3“§H%§%5§“
N IR R B I B S
SOURCE IR MR EREE:
*DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS X X X X X X X X X
*PHYSICAL EVIDENCE X X X X a)| X X X X
(site visits) a)
*QUESTIONNAIRES
- project management
- project participants X X X X X X
* INTERVIEWS a)
- housing officials X X X X X X X X
(government, donor,
and other)
- project management X X X X X X X X
- project participants X X
*PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION X X

a) no source indicated

Figure 1.3: Data collection sources.

Design

The designs used in the 9 evaluation studies represent
roughly four general types of evaluation designs: goals
evaluation, impact evaluation, self evaluation and
participant-observer evaluation. I shall briefly describe
each type.

Goals evaluation is primarily concerned with measuring
whether actual output matches the intended output of a
project and whether the outputs were produced efficiently.
Goals evaluation uses physical development and management
performance as indicators of achievement of goals and

efficiency in implementation.
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Impact evaluation tries, as the name implies, to assess
the socio-economic impact of the project. Impact evaluation
uses experimental and quasi-experimental designs to measure
longitudinal impact of the project on project participants.
Cost-benefit analysis or other methods for assessing cost-
effectiveness are applied to measure the economic impact of
the project.

Self evaluation does not prescribe the use of any
particular methods for data collection. Through interaction
between the evaluator and project management it is
established which issues are of importance for the success or
failure of the project and its components. The evaluation
seeks to document and organize project experiences and
lessons.

The aim of participant-observer evaluation is similar to
that of self evaluation, but it documents and organizes
project experiences and lessons through immersion in the
project as a participant. The evaluator moves into the
project for an extended period of time and tries to learn
about reasons for project success or failure from viewpoint
of the project participants.

The four types of evaluation merely represent a rough
typology, and variation within each type and overlaps between
them may indeed occur. On the other hand, I believe it is
entirely possible to describe the nine studies I have

reviewed in accordance with this typology. Figure 1.4 lists

17



the four evaluation designs and how they apply to the nine

studies.
EVALUATION DESIGN MATRIX
- evaluation designs used -
PROJECT| ¢ o <l YR
IR IRAE A RS AR A
S| @ 3 % 31 Y| 3 MR
1| ¥ ISy g3 5§
o « \ o
DESIGN W A 3 ) ‘8 (/)3 Nl 2 AR
*GOALS EVALUATION X X X X
* IMPACT EVALUATION X X
*SELF EVALUATION X
*PARTICIPANT-OBSERVER X X
EVALUATION

Figure 1.4: Evaluation designs.

In the following chapter I shall discuss the four
evaluation designs, including data collection and analysis
methods applied as strategies for evaluation of social action
programs, such as housing projects in developing countries.

It should be added, that although I have identified four
evaluation design types, if the evaluations are viewed
according to their general purpose, the evaluations can be
reduced to two general approaches, viz. cost-effectiveness
evaluation and illuminative evaluation. This discussion will

be fully developed in the following chapter.

18



CHAPTER 2

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

In the previous chapter nine evaluations of housing
projects in developing countries were briefly reviewed
concerning aspects of projects evaluated, data collection
sources used and evaluation designs used. Four general
evaluation designs were identified among the reviewed
evaluations. This chapter continues the discussion of the
evaluation designs. Four of the evaluations - serving as
illustrations of the four design types - will be discussed in
greater detail. The evaluations will be discussed in more or
less detail, according to their methodological scope and
relative importance as examples of evaluation research.

A theoretical discussion will follow the discussion of
evaluation design, addressing the application of different
research paradigms to the evaluation of social action
programs, i.e. low income housing projects in developing
countries.

The last section of this chapter examines and compares
the nine evaluation studies from the perspective of the
general purpose of project evaluation.

Evaluation Designs: A Critique.

Goals evaluation: the case of Gaborone West I and Francistown
IV in Botswana.

19



The field work for the evaluation of two USAID-financed
housing projects - a site and services project and an
upgrading project - was carried out in a 3-week period in
1988. The clients for the evaluation were the Ministry of
Local Government and Lands in Botswana and USAID.

The evaluation design is characterized by 1) an emphasis
on quantitative data and non-rigorous treatment of
qualitative data; 2) a near total exclusion of data on or
obtained from project participants; and 3) its selective
focus on achievement of physical development and of
manageﬁent and training objectives.

The evaluation relies heavily on quantitative
interpretations of the degree to which project objectives
were achieved. Most project components are evaluated in terms
of number of units planned vs. actual output, i.e. success is
measured in quantities. A case in point is the building
materials loan program:

It is felt that the Building Materials Loan Program has

worked well in Gaborone West I. More than 64% of the
SHHA residents have received loans.’ (emphasis added)

Qualitative aspects of the projects are covered under a
rubric called "Comments". What is interesting about the
qualitative interpretations is that the majority of them are
unsubstantiated. It is as if the evaluators apply two

different standards of rigor to the two types of data. A

% USAID, 1988:12. SHHA stands for Self Help Housing
Agency.
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clear example is provided in the discussion of Gaborone Self
Help Housing Agency:

The main problem appears to be with collections. The
ward office community development workers are required
to visit residents and encourage payment of the levy and
BML loans. Since they have no authority to impose
sanctions, and probably little training in this area, it
is not very effective. In addition, the workers
encounter hostility from the residents who do not want
to be reminded that they are behind in payments. Since
an unpleasant task produces little benefit, it is not
surprising that the staff is discouraged. It is also
likely that the negative feelings on the part of
beneficiaries adversely affects the other education and
community development activities of the department.'®
(emphasis added)

It is not within the realm of my research to explain
exactly why different standards appear to exist for
quantitative and qualitative interpretations of the project -

but I shall suggest a couple of possible explanations.

One explanation could lie in standard USAID guidelines
for evaluation, which require only quantitative information
and, in turn, led the evaluators only to collect quantitative
data. Realizing the project could not be interpreted only
through quantitative data, and not appreciating - or
understanding - how to produce rigorous qualitative data, the
evaluators chose the format of “comments’.

Another explanation has to do with the politics of
evaluation. The ‘comments’ may be a way of providing an
“insider’, i.e. relevant USAID staff, with information

without offending or exposing anybody. This would explain the

', ibid., 1988:22.
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very vague terms used to describe some of the project’s
problems.'?

Needless to say, a narrow technical-administrative focus
for the evaluation and a near total exclusion of data on
and/or obtained from project participants biases the
evaluation.?'?

It becomes an evaluation of certain, predetermined
aspects of a project rather than of the project as a whole.
If, as is often the case, the outcome of a project is related
to social or political circumstances - as I shall discuss in
a later section of this paper - an evaluation after this
model will be of little use for future policy making and
project design.

Impact evaluation: the case of the First El Salvador Sites
and Services Project.

The field work for the El Salvador project evaluation
was carried out in a five-year period from 1975-80. The

clients for the evaluation were the executing agency, the

t1 ., This argument is supported by the general nature of
many USAID evaluation reports. Criticism of projects is
usually subdued - one gets the general notion that
USAID projects are always very successful - and
criticism of host governments is practically non-existent.

2 Ironically, the following comment in the evaluation
report points out that such data is necessary in
"proper evaluation’: "Development standards for
residential areas should be based on the needs as
well as the financial capacity of the target
population.... but, with proper evaluation, this
will be understood before accepting the standards.
(emphasis added) Such data was, however, not
collected by the Botswana evaluation team. Source:
USAID, 1988:21.
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Salvadoran Foundation for Low Cost Housing (FSDVM), and the
World Bank.

The evaluation of the First El Salvador Sites and
Services Project included short-term evaluation studies,
designed to provide immediate feedback to project management;
medium-range evaluation of project components designed to
modify plans for later phases of the project still in the
planning stage; and long-range impact and policy studies,
designed to evaluate overall project impact and provide input
for future shelter policies for the implementing agency and
national planning agencies in El Salvador.'®

The evaluation’s main focus was on long-term impacts and
the achievement of project objectives. A detailed analysis of
the design of the long-range studies will follow. Some
general comments related to the short- and medium-range
studies will conclude the section.

The long-range studies included longitudinal impact
studies, a cost-benefit comparison of low-income housing
options, project benefit evaluation through hedonic price
analysis and an evaluation of project impact through
comparisons of changes in value of the house.

Longitudinal impact studies.

A quasi-experimental design was used to evaluate the

'* . Bamberger, 1982a:238. It should be added, although it
is not stated in the evaluation report, that the
evaluation study has potential value to the Bank as
input to its policy making process.
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impact of the project on the socio-economic conditions of the
project participants. The choice of a quasi-experimental
design proved to entail a number of difficulties for the
impact evaluation. The experimental sample was formed by the
196 families selected for the project, but who had not yet
moved there. A stratified control sample was constructed from
three main types of low-cost housing in the city.'*

The construction of the control sample was a major
practical and methodological obstacle. Maps had to be drawn
of 67 communities to construct a sampling frame for the
drawing of a random sample. The sample of the mesones was
affected by methodological bias'® and the sample of the
colonias ilegales potentially had an even larger bias'®.

Furthermore, major theoretical problems arose from using a

14 There are three types of low-cost housing in Santa Ana:
"mesones" (tenement houses), "colonias ilegales"”
(extra-legal subdivisions), and "tugurios" (illegal
squatter settlements).

15 Since Santa Ana has 1000 mesones the task of
constructing a sampling frame by drawing up maps
for all the mesones was too big and a sample of 50
mesones out of the 1000 was drawn at random. The
"random sample’ drawn from the [50] mesones is
"...technically a cluster sample but as both the
total number of mesones and the number of mesones
in the sample, were quite large, it is argued that
for operational purposes the sample can be
considered to approximate a simple random sample."”
Bamberger et al., 1982a:255.

16 . All of Santa Ana’'s 30 colonias ilegales "[..] were

visited, classified over a series of indicators,

and then ranked and classified into two groups,

poorer and richer. A sample of five colonias was

selected in each group. ibid.
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non-equivalent control group, because of significant initial
differences between the project participants and the control
group. Even if differences were found between "...the income
of the two groups in T(3) we cannot immediately infer that
the difference is due to project impact."'’

To compensate for this situation multiple regression
analysis was used. Regression results for income were
computed on family earnings, earnings of head of household,
and earnings of secondary workers to support the analysis of
the project’'s impact on income.

Ironically, it seems that the laborious and
statistically advanced techniques used in the impact
evaluation of the project concerning income did not produce
much “hard evidence’ of the actual economic impact, as
measured in income changes for the participants, as the
summary of findings from the evaluation report reveals:

Our results indicate that the participants may have

experienced a slightly greater increase in earnings than

the non-participants and that the less well off they
were, the better they performed with respect to earnings
per worker. Whether one considers this a project impact
is a moot point as earnings are a function of a variety
of things and their connection with housing is by no
means direct, nor is it a strong one. However, there
seems to be some evidence of motivation at work among
the participating households as indicated by a relative

stability in the employment patterns among their
secondary workers. (emphasis added)'®

In other words, aside from the methodological problems

v ibid., 1982a:257.

%, ibid., 1982a:270.
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that arose from choosing a quasi-experimental design, the
choice of a juantitative method left the evaluators without
much information. Quantitative methods are - as I shall
discuss in more detail in the following chapter - largely
"knowledge verifying". The knowledge about the relation
between housing and income in developing countries is,
however, rather incomplete, as the evaluators admit. Even if
the design of the quasi-experiment had proved successful, it
would not be possible to relate the different aspects of the
project to potential changes in income.

Cost-benefit comparison of low income housing options.

A cost-benefit comparison was made of eight housing
options accessible to the low-income population of San
Salvador. The information on cost was obtained from the
organization or the family responsible for construction.
Information on benefits was estimated by asking families how
much they thought they could earn from renting their house
("imputed rent"). To generalize these findings conversion
factors were used to calculate cost and benefits to the
nation, and flows were estimated over both 20 and 30 year
time horizons. The resulting cost-benefit ratios were used
for efficiency analysis, social analysis and private
analysis. Different assumptions about the land values and
consumer surplus were included in the calculations.

Aside from the usual criticism of cost-benefit
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analysis®'® a number of other factors affect this particular
design. Firstly, imputed rent - derived from interviewing
families about how much they thought they could earn in rent
- may be a highly unreliable figure, especially over time.
The size of the rent is influenced by how many families
decide to rent, the proximity of the project to work-places
and public facilities, the maintenance of the project, the
implementation of other low-income housing projects in the
city, the economy in general, etc. It is questionable whether
families have access to this information and are able to
estimate the imputed rent. Secondly, projections of cost and
benefits over 20 and 30 year time horizons seem highly
unreliable in light of the typically unstable Third World
context.

Hedonic price analysis.

Hedonic price analysis was used to eliminate the effects
of government regulation and thus obtain a "free market’
picture of project impact on housing.

Using hedonic price analysis for evaluating project
impact is, according to the evaluators, considered somewhat
problematic. As stated in the report:

Care must be taken in the interpretation of the results

as the estimates only refer to imputed rent and do not

include the value of owning as opposed to renting. One
way to interpret the hedonic estimation of rent is to

assume that this indicates the amount the family would
have been prepared to pay to receive this package of

19, For a critique of cost benefit analysis see, for

example, Skaburskis, 1987; Tolchin, 1987.
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benefits. If the imputed rent is compared with the

amount the family actually has to pay to the

[implementing agency], the difference can be interpreted

as indicating additional benefits the occupant obtains

"for free".2°

In other words, the hedonic price analysis is based on a
number of more or less controversial interpretations of the
calculations used in the analysis. This may seriously
challenge the result of the analysis. Furthermore, one can
question the actual value of a hedonic price analysis that
eliminates the effect of government regulation of the housing
market. It is rather unlikely that a free market situation
will ever exist, and it is significant to World Bank sites
and services projects that restrictions on selling and

renting apply.

Comparisons of changes in value of the house.

As an alternative method for evaluating project impact
on housing value, estimates of changes in housing value were
derived and compared with changes in cost. Again, the
conclusions made on the basis of the calculations are not
conclusive, in fact, the evaluators concluded that they could
only, "make some tentative judgement as to which type of
housing produces the highest benefits for occupants."??

Conclusion on long-range impact and policy studies.

The methodologies used for the long-range impact and

policy studies of the First Sites and Services Project in El

20

Bamberger et al., 1982a:273-4.

2. ibid.:277.
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Salvador were all based upon the evaluators’s ability to
generate rigorous and reliable data as input for the rather
laborious and complicated calculations used to reach
conclusions about project income - data that often does not
exist in developing countries and which is hard to develop.
The quasi-experimental design also proved infeasible - not an
uncommon situation in a Third World context. The shortcomings
of the experimental design is highlighted by the following
passage from the evaluation of the World Bank project in
Zambia:

To conduct a rigorous impact evaluation it is necessary

to have a control group against which to gauge the

significance of the changes observed in the project
areas. [But] The control group originally included in
the research design was dispersed due to

flooding, ....Further difficulties were caused by

problems of matching families who moved to overspill

areas with the same families interviewed in the
upgrading areas before they moved. In the process of
moving, many families went to unnumbered plots which
made it very difficult to match the families.??

Aside from practical problems with design and data-
collection, the particular context of the evaluation also
proved unsuited for the use of quantitative, primarily
"knowledge-verifying", techniques. These techniques - adopted

from natural science research - can in reality only

invalidate a theory about a causal relationship.?*® They

22

Bamberger et al., 1982b:43-44.

23 . Hudson (1975) writes: ".., science can never prove
anything, but only disprove ideas that are false. This
is in fact a basic intention of a scientific
proposition - that it can be demonstrated false if it
is false - in contrast to religious or moral or
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cannot prove anything nor can they provide any explanation as
to the reasons for causality or lack thereof. As the
longitudinal impact study of income showed, if little is
known about causal relationships the results of a complicated
quantitative analysis may prove of little use.

Short and medium range studies.

This section is devoted to some general comments on the
methodologies used for data collection for short- and medium-
range studies.

The short-range studies were concerned with estimating
the potential demand for the type of housing to be
implemented as the First El Salvador Sites and Services
Project and evaluating the reasons for families to drop out
of the project once implemented. The medium-range studies
evaluated different project components, i.e. the cooperative
program, the mutual help program, the housing consolidation
process, the participant selection process and the economics
of self-help housing.

A variety of different data-collection methods were used
in the evaluations: case studies, semi-structured interviews,
questionnaire surveys, participant observations, review of
project records and of data on social, economic and political

factors affecting certain components of the project.

aesthetic or other nonscientific contentions. (It is
not possible to prove that God doesn’'t exist, or that
Head Start was a failure. All that science can "prove"
is that God and Head Start haven't granted certain
specific wishes).", p.81.
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Obtaining information from project participants on
certain economic factors of the project often prove
particularly difficult. Many people do not keep records of
their expenditures and cannot recall how much they have spent
if a long time has lapsed before they are interviewed.
Furthermore, some people are reluctant to give information
about their income if it differs from the income-range
defining eligibility for the project. These issues were dealt
with in the El Salvador evaluation by interviewing
participants about construction cost at three different
points in time; and by a series of consistency checks of the
information such as comparing income with expenditure or with
typical wage rates. If inconsistencies were found a return
visit was made. These methods improved the reliability of the
data collected for the evaluation.

In general, obtaining information from people in
developing countries by means of surveys is encumbered with
difficulty if such information is perceived as controversial
like a survey of family income. Even if the income-range
requirements only count at the time of application, a family
may still be fearful of providing the correct information, if
indeed they gave incorrect information on the application
form - a common occurrence in many projects. An example of
the difficulty involved in getting controversial information

from surveys is provided by Thorner and Thorner in their
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analysis of the notorious All-India Credit Survey®*:

There are fields in which the errors of response may be
expected to be very large as, say, in connection with
sensitive subjects on which questions may be resented,
e.g., bootlegging, selling opium, sex relations,
gambling, tax evasion, etc. ... [Also] debt is a painful
subject, not likely to be discussed easily or candidly
with anyone, let alone casual strangers carrying
formidable questionnaires. ... To the peasant, the
moneylender is likely to be "at once a necessity and a
terror." The peasant might like to curse him, but may
find it wiser to keep mum.?®

Evaluation of project context.

As described the evaluation primarily emphasized the use
of quantitative data and scientific?® methods, although in
some instances efforts were made to include gqualitative
information provided either by project participants or from
data on social, economic and political factors.
Significantly, however, no attempt was made to include the
effects of the 1979 coup in El Salvador and the following
period of unrest in that country in the evaluation, although
the evaluation report states "...they obviously have had
extremely negative effects in the area of housing."?’ In the
report it is argued that most of the evaluation was over some

months before the coup. The report, however, was not

24 The All-India Credit Survey is a "text-book case’” of
how not to design, conduct, interpret and use surveys.
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Thorner and Thorner, 1962:205.

26 . The word “scientific’ is here and in the remainder
of the paper used to describe that which originates
from natural science as opposed to that which is
systematic and exact.
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Bamberger et al., 1982a:2.
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published until almost 3 years later. While the occurrence of
political coups and periods of unrest is not an uncommon
phenomena in many Third World countries?®, it is interesting
that no attempt was made to provide even a rudimentary
analysis of the coup’s impact on the project.

Self evaluation: the case of the Southern Africa Upgrading
Project.

The field work for the evaluation was carried out during
a three week period in 1985. The immediate clients for the
evaluation are the funding and implementing agencies - a non-
American bilateral donor agency and the local municipal
council, respectively. The evaluator, however, refers to
"..those locally involved in upgrading.." as the ultimate
judges of the relevance and utility of the evaluation study.

The evaluation design is characterized by presenting a
series of issues, gathered from the families and
professionals involved in the project, rather than being an
in-depth, item-by-item evaluation. It is furthermore focused
on a self-evaluation approach, i.e. only issues that arose
during discussions and were pointed out to be more critical
were included in the evaluation.

Methods used for data collection include review of
reports and documents; field visits to areas not upgraded and

previous upgrading projects; discussions with housing

Bolivia, for example, experienced 189 coups during the
first 155 years of independence (1825 - 1980) -
averaging a coup every 10 months. Source: Information
Please Almanac, 1983:155.

33



officials and project staff members; and a brief survey of
families in selected sections of the project. The data
collected is organized in four sections concerning: 1) issues
for project formulation; 2) issues for project
implementation; 3) issues for project administration; and 4)
issues for project future.

The significance of this evaluation is the lack of a
preconceived design for the inquiry and the reliance on
project participants and professionals to define the issues
of the evaluation.

A genuine attempt is made to include the participants’
view, although the evaluation seems to value input from
project participants less than from professionals®?®. The
questionnaire used to survey families in the project was
administered by local trainees attached to the project; and

[t]he trainees were chosen since the assumption was made

that families may be more open to their questions. The

community development workers were not used since it was
felt that they would be perceived as representing the

City Council and responses may be inhibited.®°®

The questionnaire, however, appears to produce bias
against women in the project. One question, for example, asks

"What is the employment of the father (household head)?"®?

and in the summary of the sample survey it is stated, that

29 . A relatively short questionnaire with few open-ended
questions was given to a sample of families.

20 Southern Africa Evaluation Report, 1985:58.

$1.  ibid., 1985:60.
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[alcceptable respondents [to the survey] were the
husband as first choice, and the wife as default.®?

Another example of bias against women as bread winners
is found in the discussion of economic promotion. The primary
targets for employment training programs are defined as
"housewives” and teenagers, but the report states that:

..it was interesting to note that during the period of

review, the attendance of classes for housewives was

very poor, explained in part that the housewives did not
want to miss a sale of their vegetables on the
roadside.®?®

It is obvious here, that these women are engaged in
earning an income and thus are wrongly viewed as housewives.

In theory, using a self-evaluation approach where
parties affected by the project (’“stakeholders’) define the
issues to be included, should produce highly relevant
information. Project participants and professionals have
daily experience with the project, its problems and
accomplishments. Self evaluation may, however, also produce
biases. Firstly, self evaluation is likely to produce bias,
if a person or group has a stake in the issues identified for
evaluation. This is, for example, often the case when
organizations evaluate projects at the end of a funding cycle

to make decisions concerning future funding.®* Secondly, as

insiders, project participants and professionals are less

2. 1ibid.:58.
*% . ibid.:23.

Interview with Joel Charny, Oxfam America. October 28,
1989.
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likely to see the project in a larger context and may
concentrate only on issues directly related to the project in
isolation. Such bias is of course far more likely in cases of
‘complete’” self evaluation, i.e. where no outsiders to the
project are involved in identifying issues and collecting and
analyzing data.

I have no way of assessing the specific relevance of the
issues included in the Southern Africa evaluation. From my
general experience with similar projects the evaluation does,
however, touch on many critical issues in what appears to be
a balanced way - at least regarding major aspects of the
upgrading project as they are described in the beginning of
the report. On the other hand, the evaluation shows
significant bias against women as breadwinners. It is assumed
that women are not heads of households, an assumption which
one might question based on data from other low income
housing projects in Africa.’® But, even if no such data
existed it is up to the evaluator to prove that women are, in
fact, never the only or principal breadwinners of a
household, rather than assuming that they are not.

Participant-observer evaluation: the case of Guayaquil and
La Paz.

As an experiment with qualitative evaluation methodology
the World Bank arranged in 1982 for a consultant to live in

two different housing project communities in Guayaquil,
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See for example Nimpuno, 1986 and Obudho and Mblanga,
1988:209.

36



Ecuador and La Paz, Bolivia for about five months in each:

Arrangements were made with two project agencies in
Ecuador and Bolivia for me to live in project
communities for varying periods, to participate in local
activities, and to develop new approaches and
methodologies for improving communication between the
participants and those sharing responsibility for the
projects.®®

The primary clients for the evaluations were the World

Bank and the managers of the two projects. The evaluation

methodology used by the consultant - labelled “participant-

observer evaluation

37 - is based primarily on qualitative

interviews with samples of project participants, and on

informal talk and other types of interaction in the project

areas.

3% The findings from the qualitative interviews are -

whenever possible - supported by quantitative interpretations

of the information given by the project participants.

The World Bank initiated this experiment with

participant-observer evaluation out of dissatisfaction with

the ability of traditional sample surveys and discussion with

36

Salmen, 1987:5.
%7 . Observation is by some authors defined as a means
of collecting information without asking anybody
anything - also referred to as “unobtrusive
measures; see for example Weiss, 1972:54. Other
authors, e.g. Guba and Lincoln, prefer a broader
definition, defining the participant observer as
"a genuine participant; that is, he is a member of
the group, and he has a stake in the group’'s
activity and the outcomes of that activity." Guba
and Lincoln, 1981:190.

In one case interviews were carried out with residents
in a slum area, originally chosen for a World Bank
upgrading project, about which it later had been
decided that no project were to be implemented.
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community representatives to produce relevant and -
paradoxically®® - reliable information about participants’s
views. Two questions were of particular interest to the Bank:
The question was, first, whether incorporating the point
of view of project beneficiaries into management
decisionmaking in this way was useful and cost-
effective. If it proved successful, then the question
was whether professionals in developing countries would
be willing and able to cross class and income lines so
as to interpret the perspective of project beneficiaries
of their own society and provide useful feedback to
host-country and Bank managers.*®
The primary objective of the evaluation - and of
participant-observer evaluation generally - was to provide
"...project managers with useful and timely information to
help them make decisions that [would] improve the project’s
performance."*! A secondary objective was to facilitate
people’s participation in policy-making; and a final
objective was to generate knowledge about development
projects - participant-observer evaluation should serve as a
preliminary tool for "more rigorous research", i.e. the use
of knowledge-verifying methods such as advanced quantitative

analyses. An important aspect of this approach is its attempt

to avoid the usual dichotomy made in evaluations between

Quantitative methods are traditionally advocated
because of their ability to produce objective, i.e.
reliable information.

4% Salmen, 1987:7.

**. 1ibid.:108.
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process and impact evaluation.*?

The consultant lived in La Paz and in Guayaquil for two
periods in each place, separated by an interval of about
seven months. During this period he carried out a total of 5
formal surveys of samples of the project participants in La
Paz and 6 formal surveys in Guayaquil. The different methods
include socio-economic surveys using a closed questionnaire;
questionnaire-like interview forms using a mix of closed and
open questions; and unstructured qualitative interviews using
open questions.

A few examples of the findings from the participant-
observer evaluations shall be provided here:

- In one of the projects the community leaders, although
well-intentioned, were all property owners from higher
income groups and did not represent the interests of the
poorer renters.

- In the unstable economic and political contexts of these
two cities, property ownership offered one of the few
opportunities to achieve a sense of personal security.
Consequently, an extremely high value was placed on
ownership.

- Living in one of the newly designed houses revealed many
of its design shortcomings (lack of ventilation, poor
drainage, high noise level from neighbors) in a way

which was never appreciated from casual visits.*®

The method of participant-observer evaluation proved very

*2 | Process evaluation is usually known as monitoring.
See for example Bamberger and Hewitt, 1986:7.

3. 1ibid.:153-54
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successful both in the eyes of the Bank** and most of the
project managers®*® - some of whom initially had expressed
doubts or even opposition to the approach. From the
perspective of the project managers the approach brought
about information that "most likely would have been ignored
by a measurement-oriented quantitative approach."*® And, of
particular interest to the Bank, participant-observer
evaluation proved to be reasonably fast and cheap. Indirect
savings may be realized by producing quick, reliable and
useful information to project management. Furthermore, the
evaluation methodology itself is inexpensive regarding
salaries and data processing:
The seven evaluations done by host-country personnel in
Bolivia, Brazil, and Thailand cost an average of $15,000
each, while the projects evaluated averaged $9 million
in loan amounts. Almost 50 percent of the evaluations’
cost in these first efforts was for guidance by World
Bank personnel - a cost that will diminish appreciably

over time as local institutions gain the expertise to
conduct this kind of work on their own.*’

**  For some reservations about the participant-

observer method on the World Bank’'s part see,

ibid.:154-55.
*5 . A few project managers disapproved of the approach,
according to the consultant, because they were
concerned "...that the information produced might be
used to undermine their own authority or jeopardize the
program for which they were responsible." Salmen,
1987:101.

+¢ . ibid., 1987:127.

*7 . ibid.:128. These projects represent the “second
generation’ of participant-observer evaluations carried

out by the World Bank.
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Also the attempt to find host-country nationals with
both the commitment to and the skill for conducting
participant-observer evaluation proved to be relatively easy.

According to the consultant, however, some shortcomings
in participant-observer evaluation do exist. Inexperience of
practitioners and supervisors can lead to inadequate analysis
and substantiation. In some cases this had led to findings
being presented to management as raw data without any
analysis. Also, the incomplete understanding by project
managers of the difficulty of the execution of the evaluation
and the value of the findings affected the success of the
evaluation.

Salmen underlines the importance of experience and
mature judgments in choosing participant-observer evaluators.
There are, however, other potential short-comings in the
participant-observer approach that are related to this and
other aspects of the methodology.

Possibly, the most controversial aspect of participant-
observer evaluation is the difficulty in identifying and
controlling for observation bias. Use of triangulation*® -
ensuring reliability by means of cross-checking findings -

can limit such bias, if it is inadvertent. But, bias caused

Lawrence Salmen lists 4 different means of
triangulation: using various sources of
information, using different researchers,
approaching the issue from the perspective of
different theories, and studying a problem with
different methodologies. Salmen, 1987:120. See also
Richards, 1985:110-145.
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by co-optation of the evaluation poses a far more serious
threat to participant-observer evaluation. If the observer
has a stake in the project being evaluated, whether directly
or merely from an ideological point of view, the implicit
neutrality of the observer is threatened. In the case of the
participant-observer approach tested by the Bank, the
evaluation was closely related to the needs of management.
Consistent with serving the needs of the managers the
approach gave them control over the selection of the
evaluators and the dissemination of findings from the
evaluation. In such cases, co-optation by management leading
to hiding of embarrassing or unwelcome findings may indeed
take place. Likewise, the evaluator may be coopted by project
participants - particularly in the case of host-country
evaluators - through the offerings of bribes, etc.

If project participants perceive the evaluator as a
representative of project management or the government - both
of which they may perceive with distrust, fear or even
hostility - research may become very difficult.*?®

In other words, the gaining of trust - a prerequisite

49

A good anecdote illustrating the problem of distrust
was told to me by a person who worked on a project,
operated by an agency of the Puerto Rican government.
The project was aimed at isolated communities in Puerto
Rico during the 1960°s. The agronomist assigned to one
community in the mountains of Puerto Rico to help
peasants improve tobacco and livestock production,
spent the better part of a year gaining the confidence
of the local peasants. The reason: they thought he was
actually a revenue agent sent by the government sent to
shut down their illegal stills.
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for participant observer evaluation - may entail huge
difficulties and may not be possible at all. This problem, of
course, only gets accentuated in authoritarian countries and
communities.

As an explanation of the attractiveness of participant-
observer evaluation to most managers Salmen cites the
coincidence of the approach with a political democratization
process:

Both Bolivia and Brazil were moving from authoritarian

to more open, participatory forms of government during

the execution of these evaluations. Political leaders
saw a congruence between this operational, human inquiry
and their own efforts to fashion programs responsive to
people’s needs and wants.®°

If, however, the opposite had been the case - as it is,
for example, in Kenya - participant—observer evaluation may
not be accepted by government officials or trusted by project
participants. This type of approach may also disrupt the
internal power-balance of a community - a situation that may
prove most unpleasant for a participant-observer, if he or
she is perceived as a threat by the local leaders. Disrupting
the power structure of a community can lead to a breakdown of
an evaluation if leaders feel threatened in their positions
of power and try to use various forms of coercion to stop
further research. This may also pose a direct threat to the

safety of the evaluator.

As a design option for evaluation in a Third World

5¢ Salmen, 1987:104
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context participant-observer evaluation has the ability to
take the larger political, social and cultural context into
account. It is reasonably fast and fairly cheap. It also has
the ability to overcome the shortcomings of traditional
sample surveys and quantitative impact studies, through an
in-depth qualitative understanding of causal relations.
Whether it has the ability to overcome co-optation, distrust
and the danger in potentially disrupting local power
structures is largely a question of the specific setting, and

is left at the discretion of the evaluator.®?

Research Paradigms Applied To Evaluation Research

The previous section discussed evaluation design and
methods used for data collection and analysis. In this
section, I argue that the discussion whether quantitative or
qualitative methods are better is a misinterpretation of the
methodological choices that have to be made to carry out
evaluation research. Rather, there is a choice to be made
concerning which research paradigm to apply to the inquiry.
"Between a rock and a soft place."®?

It may appear that the choice of evaluation methodology

s, I shall discuss the choice of evaluator in relation to

different evaluation strategies in more detail in a
later section.

"To corrupt a contemporary metaphor, we risk being
caught between a rock and a soft place. The rock is
rigor, and the soft place is relevance...",
Bronfenbrenner, 1977 - quoted in Guba and Lincoln,
1981:66.
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is largely a choice between quantitative and qualitative
methods - or a choice of rigor versus relevance - rather than
a choice between different research paradigms and what
follows in terms of specific methods to be applied. The World
Bank presents the choice this way:

There is a continuing discussion among evaluation

practitioners as to whether quantitative or qualitative

methods are better. The debate is often conducted in
quite heated terms as it involves philosophical and
ethical issues as well as methodology....The approach
adopted in the present document is that all techniques
have their strengths and weaknesses and that a multi-
method approach should always be used in which
quantitative and qualitative methods are combined.®’

That is, the World Bank presents different evaluation
methods - e.g. experimental design and ethnographic
"techniques" - merely as a set of different techniques that
each have their strengths and weaknesses.

A study of aid evaluation as practiced by member-
countries of the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of
the OECD reveals a similar understanding, perceiving
different research paradigms as being complementary:

Clearly, the classical model of a scientific

experimental or quasi-experimental research design is

very rarely if ever feasible in evaluating donor-
assisted development projects. Short of this ideal,
however, donors have still failed to explore the
possibilities of empirical research. They have neglected

[these] opportunities:

a) systematic efforts to experiment with "less-than
-perfect" variants of the classical model;

b) the use of innovative research methods that do not
rely wholly on the "expertness" of the evaluation team

53, Bamberger and Hewitt,1986:57.
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An elaboration of this view is provided by Richard P.
Nathan:

[Qlualitative studies provide the understanding upon

which formal modelling can be done. Qualitative research

should be used to provide hypotheses, lists of important

variables, and tentative conclusions. Quantitative

researchers can then subject it to the falsification

criteria.®®

Making choices about evaluation methodology is not,
however, a matter of whether quantitative methods "are
better’ than qualitative (or vice versa). Even less so is it
a discussion of combining "less-than-perfect" variants of the
scientific paradigm with innovative research methods -
combining quantitative methods with qualitative methods - to
make up for the shortcomings of the former.

Fundamental differences exist between a scientific
experimental evaluation design and, for example, an
ethnographic evaluation design; and rather than seeing them
as part of a continuum, they must be perceived as derived
from different - and in many ways antagonistic - research
paradigms. In the following they shall be referred to as the

scientific versus the naturalistic paradigm.®®

The two paradigms represent different interpretations on

s*_, OECD, 1986:33.

55 Nathan, 1985:719.

56 .  Michael Patton presents the two paradigms as “the
hypothetico-deductive, natural science paradigm” versus
“the holistic-inductive, anthropological paradigm.
Patton, 1980:17.
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a number of basic assumptions, as stated by Guba and Lincoln:
[T]wo paradigms for dealing with "truth" have emerged as
major competitors. These are the scientific paradigm,
based on logical positivist epistemology, and the
naturalistic paradigm, based on a phenomenological
epistemology. These two paradigms differ on a number of
basic assumptions, of which three have been singled out
for attention here: the nature of reality, subject-
object dualism, and the nature of truth statements. When
an investigator begins the study of some problem...., he
should determine as well as he can which set of
assumptions best fits the phenomena to be studied.®’

I shall briefly discuss the differences in the
assumptions about "the nature of the truth statement’
represented by the two paradigms. This discussion is
important because it can help clarify that the choice to be
made in evaluation research is a choice between paradigms and
not between quantitative and qualitative methods - nor is it
per se a choice between rigor and relevance. The way truth is
arrived at from the perspective of the two paradigms
determines, in other words, what is termed relevant and how
tests of rigor can be met.

In the scientific paradigm truth is verified through
experimentation. The hypotheses for establishing truth are
deduced from a priori theory, and the experimental testing of
the theory will establish generalizations that are widely
applicable (non context-related). The scientific inquirer
furthermore perceives data as being uninfluenced by

interaction between inquirer and phenomenon.

This understanding of truth is contrasted by the

57

Guba and Lincoln, 1985:62.
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understanding contained in the naturalistic paradigm. In this
paradigm "truths" - or multiple realities - are discovered
through interaction between inquirer and the phenomena. Such
interaction will lead to conclusions about what is important,
dynamic and pervasive in that field, rather than what has
"enduring truth value"®*®

Empirical evidence provided in this paper indicates
that the scientific paradigm is unsuited for inquiry in the
social-behavioral sciences for a number of reasons.
Scientific evaluation approaches depend on the ability to
generate rigorous and reliable primarily quantitative data -
data that often do not exist, especially in developing
countries, and which are hard to recreate, as proved by the
impact studies of the First El Salvador Sites and Services
Project.

The scientific evaluation design also generally fails to
take the context into account - again because of the "data
limitations and insuperable statistical problems"®?®
experienced when trying to measure complex situations with
experimental, quantitative methods. Quantitative methods are
primarily “knowledge-verifying” and ignore information that

cannot be quantified, regardless of its importance to project

*8 . ibid.:55.

2., Aiken et al., 1985:467.
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processes, outcomes and impacts.®®

The shortcomings of scientific research methods cannot,
however, simply be "patched up" by methods based on a
naturalistic paradigm, as suggested by the methodological
discussion by the World Bank and the DAC. Instead choices
must be made as to which aspects of project evaluation lend
themselves better to which methods within the naturalistic

paradigm.

Evaluation Approaches

The previous section was devoted to a general discussion
of the different research paradigms applied to evaluation
research, namely the scientific and the naturalistic
paradigm, and their "fit’ for evaluation of social action
programs. These two paradigms are reflected in two general
approaches to evaluation: 1) the scientific paradigm tends
towards a quantitative, cost-effectiveness approach; and 2)
the naturalistic paradigm tends toward a qualitative,
illuminative approach.

In this section I discuss the sample of housing
evaluations as examples of the two different approaches to

evaluation. This discussion will serve not only to explain

Barclay Hudson writes: "[S]cientific interpretation
of value choices can only deal with technigques, the
superficial expression of goals, just as the
scientist looking at a great work of art - a
painting or a piece of music -~ can only describe
the technology and mechanics of producing it, not
the substantive content." Hudson, 1975:82.

49



the general rationale behind the evaluations, but also to
show how it affects the design of an evaluation and the type
of methods used.

Two general evaluation approaches: cost-effectiveness and
illuminative evaluation.

Howard Richards (1985) defines two general approaches to
evaluation, namely cost-effectiveness evaluation - or "the
systems approach’ - and illuminative evaluation. According to
Richards a system is cost-effective

...when, compared to the available alternatives, it

achieves the same objectives at a lesser cost. Or when,

compared to the alternatives, for the same amount of
money it achieves the objectives to a higher degree.®!?

Following this rationale evaluation has to do with
measuring the degree to which the objectives of a system are
achieved, and how efficient the system is in achieving the
objectives.

As a challenge to this understanding of evaluation
Richards uses illuminative evaluation, belonging to a family
of evaluation approaches, arising from the naturalistic
paradigm, which includes, for example, responsive,

ethnographic, transactional and democratic evaluation

approaches.®? Malcolm Partlett defines illuminative

€1 Richards, 1985:8.

€2 Malcolm Partlett, in his foreword to Richard’s book
sees these approaches as belonging to the same
family, but "a family that, like all families, has
different degrees of closeness between its members,
a natural tendency for members to regard themselves
each as the family’s centre, and despite
overlapping concerns, is not without its own
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evaluation as being 1) holistic, 2) responsive, 3) heuristic,
and 4) interpretive.®® It is holistic because it seeks "to
portray the program as a working whole, as an individual
organizational construction that needs to be examined
simultaneously from many different perspectives."®* It is
responsive, because it "designed to interest, to inform, and
to add to [the] understanding"®® of all concerned with the
program. It is heuristic, because "it is not a preordinate
design, ... Rather, a study evolves, with "leads” being
followed up and new Juestions coming to fore."®® And, it is
interpretive, because "through tightly woven descriptions
with examples, with significant facts and figures, an overall
depiction of a program that does justice to the inherent
complexity and which throws light (hence “illuminative’) on
little~known or previously taken-for-granted features [the
illuminative evaluator acts] as an interpreter - interpreting
the program for those outside, or helping to interpret it for
those inside it."¢’

Examples of cost-effectiveness and illuminative evaluation in
the sample of housing projects.

disputes." Richards, 1985:xv.

¢* . ibid.

6. ibid.
&5, ibid.
66, ibid.
67, ibid.
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I will argue, that the nine housing evaluations
introduced in first chapter can be understood from the
perspective of these two evaluation approaches. The
distribution between cost-effectiveness evaluations and
illuminative evaluations in the sample is very skewed; only
the evaluations from Bolivia and Ecuador (which were carried
out by the same evaluator, as part of a World Bank experiment
with “innovative’ evaluation methods) and the evaluation from
Southern Africa use illuminative approaches. The remaining
six evaluations use a cost-effectiveness approach.

Examples of illuminative evaluation.

Lawrence Salmen, the principal evaluator of the World
Bank projects in Bolivia and Ecuador states explicitly in his
book that his participant-observer evaluations have much in
common with illuminative evaluation.®?®

The evaluator of the Southern Africa project describes
his evaluation - or “assessment’ as he prefers to call it -
in terms that resemble illuminative evaluation on a number of
counts: The evaluation is meant as a resource for "those

locally involved in upgrading"®® by highlighting situations,

Salmen, 1987:122. Salmen actually uses the term
"illustrative evaluation", rather than illuminative
evaluation in his book. This may be a typographical
error, since a footnote in the text makes reference to
"Evaluation as Illumination: A New Approach to the
Study of Innovatory Programs", Malcolm Partlett and
David Hamilton in Evaluation Studies Review Annual,
1976:140-157.

€9, Southern Africa Evaluation Report:4.
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posing questions and raising issues concerning the project.
The evaluation had no preconceived design; the issues
included are those "which arose in the discussions [with
families and professionals involved in the project] and were
pointed out as more critical."’® And, the role of the

researcher is defined "more as a documentor and organizer of

the experiences and lessons, than as an evalu