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While most evaluators agree on the importance of ensuring methodological rigor, relatively few evaluation designs include procedures for assessing the quality/rigor of the design and implementation and for assessing the consequences of any design weaknesses on the validity of the evaluation findings and the recommendations based on these findings.  Even fewer include procedures for addressing any weaknesses that are found in the design.  While many evaluations are subjected to peer reviews, most of these do not include guidelines for systematically assessing all aspects of the design and implementation, and the focus of the review will often depend on the particular interests or concerns of each reviewer.  This paper reports on work in progress to develop guidelines/checklists for assessing threats to the validity and adequacy of evaluation designs.  Separate guidelines are proposed for quantitative and qualitative evaluations and then an integrated checklist is proposed for mixed-method evaluations.  The checklist for quantitative evaluations draws on the work of Campbell and Stanley and the recent update by  Shadish, Cook and Campbell (2002), and the qualitative evaluation checklist draws on the work of Lincoln and Guba (1989), Miles and Huberman (1994) and others.  The mixed-methods checklist seeks to integrate both kinds of indicators to assess some of the unique elements of the mixed-method approach.
The author draws on his experience in conducting evaluations in developing countries and hopes that the ensuing discussion will assess the applicability of the discussion and the proposed checklists to evaluations in the US and other developed countries where evaluation practice may [but also may not!] be more firmly established.
1.   What is validity and why does it matter?
Validity (or conclusion validity) can be defined for quantitative evaluation designs as the degree to which the evaluation findings and recommendations are supported by:

· The program theory [logic model] describing how the project is supposed to achieve its objectives and defining the indicators used to define constructs, and indicators 

· Statistical techniques, including the sample design and the adequacy of the sampling frame

· Data collection methods and how adequately they were implemented

· How the project and evaluation were implemented

· The similarities between the project population and the wider population to which findings are to be generalized
In other words, are the conclusions and recommendations supported by the available evidence and what, if any qualifications concerning findings and recommendations are required due to limitations of the evaluation design or what happened during implementation?  In some cases the limitations may be due to things the evaluation could have avoided, but probably more frequently they are due to factors beyond the control of the evaluator, most commonly the budget, time, data and political constraints under which the evaluation was conducted.
While there is a high degree of consensus on how to assess the validity of quantitative (QUANT) evaluations, this consensus does not exist for qualitative (QUAL) evaluations. While a few QUAL researchers question the concept and applicability of validity, many others argue that, given the wide range of QUAL evaluation methodologies, different criteria must be used for assessing different methodologies.  Some QUAL researchers prefer to talk about adequacy, where the emphasis is on the appropriateness of the methodology and the analysis within a particular context.   However, despite the greater difficulty in reaching consensus on the approach, most QUAL evaluators would agree that it is necessary to address many of the same fundamental question as their QUANT colleagues, namely: are the conclusions and recommendations presented in the evaluation report supported by the available evidence and what, if any qualifications are required due to limitations of the evaluation design or what happened during implementation.


Why should we worry about validity and adequacy?

The need to worry about the validity or adequacy of evaluation findings and recommendations may seem self-evident, but the fact that so many evaluations do not systematically address these issues (at least in the field of international development) suggests that we do need to  ask why validity matters.   While many evaluations refer to threats to validity in their initial design, it is much less common to find any systematic assessment of validity in the presentation of findings and conclusions.  Often the only reference to validity is a brief note stating that given the budget, time, data (or sometimes political) constraints under which the evaluation was conducted, the findings should be treated with some caution.  However, there is rarely any systematic discussion of specifically how these constraints affect the validity of findings.
One of the most common ways that evaluation designs propose to assess validity is through the use of triangulation whereby estimates from different methods of data collection, and less frequently data analysis, will be compared.  Leaving aside the fact that only comparing different methods of data collection is a very narrow use of triangulation
 , most of these evaluations do not in fact include a clearly defined strategy for comparing estimates from different sources.  If inconsistencies are found it is quite unusual for time and resources to have been allocated to return to the field or to conduct further data analysis to determine the reasons for the differences, and often the only reference will be a footnote pointing out an inconsistency and recommending that this should be addressed in a future study.

This lack of systematic concern for validity should be considered in the light of the increased concern for accountability and the need to assess aid effectiveness.  Over the past five years there has been an increasing emphasis on results-based management (RBM) specifically to ensure a more rigorous assessment of the effectiveness and outcomes of development interventions and the contribution of different aid agencies to the achievement of development objectives.  It is claimed that RBM goes beyond conventional logical framework analysis with its emphasis on implementation and outputs, to assessing outcomes and hopefully impacts.  However, it is not clear that most of these RBM initiatives actually pay any greater attention to the validity of the findings than did the logic models that they claim to replace.  
In the experience of the present author, few of the RBM evaluations at the country, sector or project levels include any discussion of a counterfactual, and almost all of the studies are based on a comparison of the status of performance indicators at the end of the project with baseline data.  In very few instances is there any comparison group (the term “counterfactual” rarely appears in the reports),  and for the purposes of the present discussion it should be noted that there is rarely any systematic discussion of these and other fundamental weaknesses in the evaluation design on the validity of findings and conclusions.  By way of illustration, in March 2006 OECD-DAC published a sourcebook on Emerging Good Practices in Results Based Management (OECD-DAC 2006).  This drew on the experience of development agencies and governments from around the world and was intended to provide guidelines to help countries implement the 2005 High Level Paris Forum on Aid Effectiveness.  20 detailed case studies were included to illustrate best practice in the used of RBM at the level of country program evaluation, sector and project evaluation and in the development strategies of aid agencies.  The 165 page sourcebook did not include any reference to counterfactuals or validity and there was only one reference to a control group.
If it is true that very few development evaluations pay much attention to the validity of their methodology and conclusions, we should ask why this matters.  The main reason is that the purpose of development programs is to find the most effective way to use scarce foreign assistance and national resources to improve the welfare of the estimated 1.2 billion people living in poverty and who cannot fulfill their most basic needs such as access to water, sanitation, health, education and other essential services; and the purpose of the evaluation is to assess whether the interventions are contributing to these objectives and doing it in the most cost-effective and equitable way.  If the conclusions of the evaluations are not methodologically valid there is a risk that:
· Programs that do not work, or that are not efficient and cost effective may continue or be expanded

· Good programs may be discontinued

· Priority target groups may not have access to project benefits

· Important lessons concerning which aspects of a program do and do not work and under what circumstances may be missed.

Even under the most favorable circumstances where methodologically rigorous evaluation designs (randomized control trials and strong quasi-experimental designs) can be used, there are always factors that pose threats to the validity of the evaluation findings and recommendations (see Bamberger and White forthcoming). Unfortunately in the real-world of development evaluation it is rarely possible to use strong evaluation designs, so the risks of arriving at wrong conclusions and providing wrong or misleading policy advice are much greater.  Although it is difficult to come by hard statistics, the experience of the present author suggests that perhaps as few as 10 per cent of development evaluations use a pretest/posttest comparison group design and probably not more than one or two percent use randomized control trials.  Under these circumstances, one of the most common and serious sources of bias in evaluation designs is that most evaluations only obtain data from project participants, and as selection procedures tend to ensure that subjects (households or communities) selected for projects or programs are those most likely to succeed, there is a real danger that findings from these evaluations will significantly over-estimate the potential impacts of the interventions.  
Some cynics have argued that while many development agencies are not particularly good at designing programs to reduce poverty, they do tend to be good at selecting individuals or communities with the greatest capacity to improve their conditions and escape from poverty.  Consequently, as most evaluations only obtain systematic data on program participants and base their findings on the improvements that have occurred in this group over the life of the program, there is a tendency for development agencies to over-estimate the positive outcomes of their interventions.  This is precisely the kind of situation a  threats to validity analysis could help to address by pointing out the potential biases in the conclusions and the recommendations.  
Practical challenges in assessing validity
There are a number of practical challenges affecting the systematic use of threats to validity analysis.  First, the budget, time, data and political constraints under which most evaluations are conducted mean that many evaluation designs are methodologically weak and consequently subject to a wide range of threats to validity.  Although strategies are sometimes available to mitigate the effects of some these constraints, there is little the evaluator can do to overcome the constraints per se.  Many evaluators state that under these circumstances it would be politically difficult to acknowledge these multiple threats to the validity of the evaluation, as this would be interpreted as a sign of professional failure – and not as a reflection of professional rigor.  Consulting firms in particular acknowledge that it would be extremely difficult for them to present this analysis, particularly when none of their competitors are willing to acknowledge that their evaluations are subject to similar limitations.  Second, evaluators tend to be fairly low on the program totem pole and they frequently have a very limited influence over the program design so as to increase its evaluability.
Third, despite the convincing reasons why policy makers and managers should worry about impact evaluation, in practice this has a low priority which is reflected in the evaluation budget and frequently the long delays in commissioning evaluations.  It is probably the case that the majority of impact evaluations are not commissioned until a program is nearing completion and agencies begin to realize they will need evidence to support request for continuation or expansion.  When the evaluations are finally commissioned it is because agencies need the findings to support requests for continued funding.  Under these circumstances the agencies would be very reluctant to hear about limitations on the validity of findings and conclusions, particularly if the analysis would suggest that the report is presenting an overly optimist assessment of impacts.
Finally, there is general agreement among development practitioners that evaluations tend to be under-utilized.  As many policy-makers apparently to not fully use available evaluations, it is even harder for evaluators to make the case that more evaluations should be commissioned.

2.
Assessing threats to validity for quantitative impact evaluations

There is a reasonable degree of consensus among most QUANT evaluators both about the importance of assessing validity and concerning the categories of validity that must be assessed.  Shadish, Cook and Campbell (2002),  building on the seminal works of Campbell and Stenley(1963) propose assessing threats to conclusion validity in terms of four main categories:
· Threats to statistical conclusion validity: reasons why inferences about the statistical association or covariation between two variables may be incorrect.  In program evaluation we are most interested in the comparison of change scores for the project and control groups.
· Threats to internal validity: reasons why inferences that the relationship between two variables is causal may be incorrect. In program evaluation we are normally assessing whether, and by how much the program interventions have contributed to the observed changes in the project group.

· Threats to construct validity:  reasons why inferences about the constructs used to define project implementation processes, outputs, outcomes and impacts may be incorrect.  Examples include: defining complex concepts such as household welfare, employment (or unemployment) or empowerment is terms of one or a small number of oversimplified indicators; or defining project implementation only in terms of the procedures described in the operations manual and ignoring the social and cultural context within which implementation takes place.
· Threats to external validity : reasons why inferences about how study results would hold over variations in persons, settings, treatments and outcomes may be incorrect.  For example, pilot projects are often launched in geographic areas, economic settings or with groups of subjects whose characteristics increase the likelihood of success.  Consequently it is dangerous to assume that similar outcomes would be achieved if the project were replicated on a larger scale and in more “normal” or typical settings.
Table 1 presents a checklist  with a list of items based on these four categories.   The right hand side of the table contains two columns that can be used to identify serious methodological threats (Column A) and the operational and policy importance of each threat for the purposes of the particular evaluation (Column B). For example, Item A-9 (incorrect effect size estimations due to outliers) may be an important statistical issue, but it may not have great operational significance if this is an exploratory study more concerned to learn whether underlying program theory seems to “work” and if there is evidence that the intended outputs were produced, and whether the target communities are willing to participate.  In another scenario, where the cost-effectiveness of the program is being compared with alternative programs that are competing for funding, being able to demonstrate a large effect-size may be very important to policymakers. 

The A and B columns can either be used to check if an item is important (significant) from the methodological or policy perspective (Yes or No); or they can be used as rating scales where importance is rated from (for example) 1 to 5.  As always, when using rating scales it is important to be aware of the potential dangers of treating nominal or ordinal data as if it was an interval scale (for example, computing average scores for each of the 4 categories or for the whole checklist).   
If these caveats are kept in mind, a very useful exercise is to compare the ratings for different evaluations to determine whether there is a consistent pattern of methodological weaknesses in all evaluations (or all evaluations in a particular country, region or sector).  We will discuss later the possibility of applying this checklist at various points in the evaluation – for example, at the evaluation design stage, during implementation and when the draft final report is being prepared.  When the scale is applied at these different points, it is possible to detect whether any of the threats are corrected or mitigated over time, or whether on the other hand some of them get worse.  Differential sample attrition (between the project and control groups) is a familiar example where a problem may get worse over time as differences between the characteristics of subjects remaining in the project and the control samples may increase.
3.
Different challenges in assessing adequacy and validity for qualitative impact evaluations
The inductive, intuitive nature of QUAL evaluation places enormous demands on the judgment capacity of the QUAL evaluator.  While QUANT evaluators are also required to make judgments in the interpretation of their findings, there are methodological guidelines that they can often rely on to determine, for example, the adequacy of the sample size and design or the statistical significance of associations found between different variables.  The QUAL evaluator, on the other hand is rarely, if ever, able to draw on such precise guidelines.  

The implications for accuracy and bias have often generated concerns among QUANT evaluators about the potential mischief of the subjective judgments of their QUAL colleagues (Bamberger, Rugh and Mabry 2006 p 145).  How can the reader be assured that the findings and conclusions, many of which are drawn from material compiled by one or more researchers often working independently, present a fair and unbiased interpretation of the situation being studied.  How do we know that another researcher studying the same situation would not have arrived at a different set of conclusions because of a different set of preconceptions?  QUAL practitioners have sometimes responded that all human ways of knowing are necessarily subjective, including QUANT ways, that subjective minds are all evaluators have, and that what is important in evaluation in trustworthiness (Guba and Lincoln 1989) or adequacy.
Guba and Lincoln (1989) proposed a set of parallel or foundational criteria intended to parallel the “rigor criteria that have been used within the conventional paradigm for many years” (p.233).  These criteria were defined as: 

A. Confirmability (parallel to the QUANT criteria of objectivity) : Are the conclusions drawn from the available evidence and is the research relatively free of researcher bias?

B. Dependability (parallel to reliability) : Is the process of the study consistent, reasonably stable over time and across researchers and methods?
C. Credibility (parallel to internal validity): Are the findings credible to the people studied and to readers?  Is there an authentic picture of what is being studied?
D. Transferability (parallel to external validity):  do the conclusions fit other contexts and how widely can they be generalized?
Miles and Huberman (1994) added a fifth category:

E. Utilization: Were findings useful to clients, researchers and the communities studied? 
Table 2 combines the work of Guba and Lincoln (1989), Miles and Huberman (1994), Yin (2003) and others to develop a checklist that can be used to assess the adequacy, trustworthiness or validity of qualitative evaluation designs.  This has the same structure as Table 1 and includes the same two columns checking important items or developing a rating scale.  While the QUANT threats to validity approach has been quite widely used (although often only in a somewhat general way), there is much less information available on how widely QUAL frameworks for assessing validity, adequacy and trustworthiness have been used.  As indicated earlier there is also much less agreement among QUAL evaluators on whether and how to assess trustworthiness and adequacy.
4.
Assessing validity for mixed-method evaluations 


Mixed method evaluations combine QUANT and QUAL conceptual frameworks, methods of hypothesis generation, and methods of data collection and analysis. However, mixed-method researchers tend to consider these and other dimensions of evaluation methodology as forming continua from more QUANT to more QUAL, rather than as dichotomies.  This means that methods cannot be neatly divided into QUANT and QUAL so there is an element of judgment in deciding for each component of a Mixed-Method evaluation design whether it should be assessed in terms of QUANT threats to validity, QUAL dimensions of adequacy and trustworthiness or both..

Furthermore, there are several additional dimensions that are relatively unique to the Mixed-Method approach, including, but not limited to: 
· During the process of data analysis MM will sometimes quantitize QUAL variables by transforming them into QUANT variables and qualitize QUANT variables by transforming them into QUAL variables.  This is sometimes defined as a conversion mixed-method design.  Consequently, for these designs in addition to assessing QUANT and QUAL data collection, it is also necessary to assess the adequacy of the process of transformation of the variables.
· One of the strengths of MM approaches is that they permit multi-level analysis, for example, to examine the interactions between the project implementation process and individuals, households, communities and organizations and to model how these interactions affect project implementation and outcomes.  This requires an assessment of the whole modeling process as well as the adequacy of the data collection and analysis at each of the levels.
Table 3 presents a checklist for assessing the validity of mixed-method designs.  This incorporates many of the elements of the QUANT (Table 1) and QUAL (Table 2) assessment approaches, but a number of additional indicators have been added to reflect the unique nature of the Mixed-Method approach.  There are 7 categories:
A. Confirmability/objectivity 
B. Dependability/Reliability

C. Credibility/ Internal validity 
D. Statistical conclusion validity

E. Construct validity

F. Transferability/external validity

G. Utilization

The table has the same structure and logic as Tables 1 and 2, but it is more difficult to apply as it is necessary to judge which components and sub-categories are applicable to each element of an evaluation.  For example, component D “Statistical conclusion Validity” will often not be applicable to some of the qualitative elements of the evaluation design.  Similarly, several of the sub-categories of B (“Dependability/reliability”) that refer to in-depth interviews, observation and other qualitative data collection techniques will probably not be applicable to household surveys and many other quantitative data collection methods.  In these cases Rating Scale A would either be left blank or rated 1 (not important) for these sub-categories.

It should be noted that Table 3 is very much a work in progress and it is expected that it will be refined and probably shortened as more experience is gained in its application.

5.
Using the checklists
The checklists can be used at various points in an evaluation:

· During the evaluation design phase to identify potential threats to validity or adequacy.  When important problems or threats are identified it may be possible to modify the design to address them.  In other cases, if some of the potential threats could seriously compromise the purpose of the evaluation, further consultations may be required with the client or funding agency to consider either increasing the budget or the duration of the evaluation (where this would mitigate some of the problems) or agreeing to modify the objectives of the evaluation to reflect these limitations.  In some extreme cases the evaluability assessment may conclude that  the proposed evaluation is not feasible and all parties may agree to cancel or postpone the evaluation.

· During the implementation of the evaluation (for example a mid-term review).  If the checklist had also been administered at the start of the evaluation it is possible to assess if progress has been made in addressing the problems.  Where serious problems are identified it may be possible to adjust the evaluation design (for example, to broaden the sample coverage or to refine or expand some of the questions or survey instruments).

· Towards the end of the evaluation – perhaps when the draft final report is being prepared.  This may still allow time to correct some (but obviously not all) of the problems identified.

· When the evaluation has been completed.  While it is now too late to make any corrections, a summary of the checklist findings can be attached to the final report to provide a perspective for readers on how to interpret the evaluation findings and recommendations and to understand what caveats are required.
6.
Assessing evaluation utilization as a dimension of validity

One of the categories in the evaluation checklists in Tables 2 and 3 concerns the potential utility and the actual utilization of the evaluation.  This is an important dimension of the assessment because there is an extensive literature showing that evaluations tend to be underutilized, perhaps as much in the US as in developing countries (Bamberger 2007).. However methodologically sound an evaluation design may be, if the findings and recommendations are not used by any of the stakeholders, then there are serious questions about the validity of the evaluation.  

When assessing evaluation utilization it is important to define clearly what is being assessed and measured.  For example, are we assessing:

· Evaluation use: how evaluation findings and recommendations are used by policymakers, managers and others

· Evaluation influence:  how the evaluation has influenced decisions and actions

· The consequences of the evaluation:  how the process of conducting the evaluation as well as the findings and recommendations affected the agencies involved, the policy dialogue and the target populations.  It is coming to be realized that the decision to conduct an evaluation and the choice of evaluation methodology can in themselves have important consequences.  For example, the decision to use randomized control trials or strong quasi-experimental designs can affect the program being evaluated.  The use of randomization may result in selected beneficiaries including both poorer and better-off families from the target population; whereas if beneficiaries were selected by the implementing agency it is possible that preference would have been given to the poorest families.

Outcomes and impacts can also be assessed at different levels:

· Changes at the level of individual (e.g. changes in knowledge, attitudes or behavior)

· Changes in organizational behavior

· Changes in how programs are designed or implemented, or in the mechanisms used to draw lessons from program experience

· Changes in policies and in planning procedures at the national, sector or program level.

Measurement issues

There are a number of measurement issues that must be addressed in the assessment of evaluation use, influence or consequences: 

· The time horizon over which outcomes and impacts are measured: due to pressures from policymakers and funding agencies the evaluator will often be required to make an assessment of outcomes and impacts at a relatively early stage in the program implementation cycle.  This will often result in the conclusion that the intended outcomes and impacts have not been achieved when in fact it was still too early to be able to measure them.  This problem can be addressed if an evaluability assessment is conducted prior to the launch of the evaluation
.   In this case the assessment could have shown that the outcomes and/or impacts could not be measured at the point of time when the evaluation is to be conducted.  The evaluation terms of reference should then be revised either to permit the evaluation to be conducted at a later point of time or to limit what is to be assessed (e.g. estimating outputs and preliminary outcomes but not the main outcomes or impacts).

· Intensity of effects.  Many evaluations have only a small impact or influence which may of very little practical importance.  Consequently it is often important to assess the intensity of the evaluation’s contribution.

· Reporting bias:  many policymakers, planning or implementing agencies may not be willing to acknowledge that they have been influenced by the evaluation findings and recommendations.  The complaint is often heard from policymakers that funding agencies claim credit for the introduction of policies that the government was already planning to implement before the evaluation was completed.  This makes it even more difficult to estimate the influence of the evaluation when clients will not acknowledge its contribution.

· Attribution:  policymakers and planners receive advice from many different sources so it is often difficult to determine the extent to which the observed changes  in policies or program design could be attributed to the effects of the evaluation rather than to one of the many other sources of information and pressure to which policymakers are exposed.
 Assessing the influence of an evaluation (attribution analysis) 


Figure 1 shows the approach to attribution analysis used to assess the influence of the evaluations included in World Bank OED (2004, 2005)  “Influential Evaluations” publications.  This study reviewed evaluations that had already been completed and was conducted on a limited budget so that it was only possible to conduct a sample survey of stakeholders in one of the eight cases and extended telephone interviews in one other 

case.  Most of the analysis was based on desk reviews, peer reviews, consultation with the evaluators and e-mail contact with stakeholders.  The approach involved four steps:

1. Identify potential effects (outcomes, impacts, influences or consequences) of an evaluation.  These may be identified by reviewing the terms of reference, reading the evaluation report or consulting with stakeholders and the team who conducted the evaluation.

2. Consider whether there is a plausible case for assuming that some of the observed effects might be attributable to the evaluation

3. Define and implement a methodology for assessing whether the effects can in fact be attributed to the evaluation. 

4. Estimate the proportion of the effects that can reasonably be attributed to the evaluation.


Triangulation is used at all stages to compare the consistency of estimates obtained from different sources.

The “Influential Evaluations” report included the following simple and cost-effective methods for assessing attribution:

· Comparing user surveys at two points in time (Bangalore: Citizen Report Card evaluation)

· Opinion survey of stakeholders (Bangalore: Citizen Report Card evaluation)

· Testimonials from stakeholders on ways in which they were influenced by the evaluation (Indonesia: Village Water Supply and Sanitation Project and Bulgaria: Metallurgical Industry) 

· Expert Assessment and peer review (India: Employment Assurance Scheme)

· Following a paper trail (India: Employment Assurance Scheme;  Uganda: Improving the Delivery of Primary Education)

· Logical deduction from secondary sources (Uganda: Improving the Delivery of Primary Education).
Incorporating utilization analysis into the checklist
The assessment of utilization and influence of the evaluation can be based simply on the judgment of the team preparing the checklist.  It is also possible to conduct a more comprehensive analysis either by conducting a rapid survey of key informants to solicit their opinions or by using one of the utilization attribution analysis methodologies discussed in the previous section.


	Table 1.  Checklist For Assessing Threats To Validity For Quantitative (Experimental and Quasi-Experimental) Impact Evaluation Designs

	A. Threats to Statistical Conclusion Validity: Reasons why inferences about statistical association (covariation) between two variables may be incorrect

	
	A
	B

	1. The sample is too small to detect program effects (Low Statistical Power)
: The sample is not large enough  to detect statistically significant differences between project and control groups even if they do exist. Particularly important when effect sizes are small. 
	
	

	2. Some assumptions of the statistical tests have been violated: e.g. Many statistical tests require that observations are independent of each other.  If this assumption is violated, for example studying children in the same classroom, or patients in the same clinic who may be more similar to each other than the population in general this can increase the risk of  Type I error (false positive) wrongly concluding the project had an effect.
	
	

	3. “Fishing” for statistically significant results: A certain percentage of statistical tests will show “significant” results by chance (1 in 20 at the 0.05 significance level). Generating large numbers of statistical tables will always find some of these spurious results.
	
	

	4. Unreliability of measures of change of outcome indicators. Unreliable measures of, for example, rates of change in income, literacy, infant mortality, always reduce the likelihood of finding a significant effect.
	
	

	5. Restriction of range. If only similar groups are compared the power of the test is reduced and the likelihood of finding a significant effect is also reduced 
	
	

	6. Unreliability of treatment implementation. If the treatment is not administered in an identical way to all subjects the probability of finding a significant effect is reduced. 
	
	

	7. External events influence outcomes (Extraneous Variance in the Experimental Setting). External events or pressures (power failure, community violence, election campaigns) may distract subjects and affect behavior and program outcomes.
	
	

	8. Diversity of the population  (Heterogeneity of Units). If subjects have widely different characteristics, this may increase the variance of results and make it more difficult to detect significant effects.
	
	

	9. Inaccurate Effect Size Estimation.  A few outliers (extreme values) can significantly reduce effect size and make it less likely that significant differences will be found.
	
	

	10.    Extrapolation from a Truncated or Incomplete Data Base.** If the sample only covers part of the population (for example only the poorest families, or only people working in the formal sector) this can affect the conclusions of the analysis and can bias generalizations to the total population. 
	
	

	11. Project and comparison group samples do not cover the same populations**. It is often the case that the comparison group sample is not drawn from exactly the same population as the project sample.  In these cases differences in outcomes may be due to the differences in the characteristics of the two  samples and not to the  effects of the project.
	
	

	12. Information is not collected from the right people, or some categories of informants not interviewed** Sometimes information is only collected from, and about  certain sectors of the target population (men but not women, teachers but not students) in which case estimates for the total population may be biased.
	
	

	How to use the checklist: Column A = Existence of this threat. Column B = Seriousness of the threat for the purposes of the evaluation.  It is possible to just check threats that are important or a rating scale (1-5 for example) can be used. 

	
Source: Adapted from Bamberger, Rugh and Mabry 2006 RealWorld Evaluation Appendix 1 based on Shadish, Cook and Campbell (2002) Tables 2.2, 2.4, 3.1 and 3.2.  The items indicated by ** were added 


	B. Threats to Internal Validity. Reasons why inferences that the relationships between two variables is causal may be incorrect.

	
	A
	B

	1. Unclear whether project intervention actually occurs before presumed effect. (Ambiguous Temporal Precedence) A cause must precede its effect. However, it is often difficult to know the order of events in a project. Many projects (for example, urban development programs) do not have a precise starting date but get going over periods of months or even years
	
	

	2. Selection.  Project participants are often different from comparison groups either because they are self-selected or because the project selects people with certain characteristics (the poorest farmers or the best-organized communities).
	
	

	3. History  Participation in a project may produce other experiences unrelated to the project treatment that might distinguish the project and control groups.  For example, entrepreneurs who are known to have received loans may be more likely to be robbed or pressured by politicians to make donations, or girls enrolled in high school may be more likely to get pregnant.  
	
	

	4. Maturation. Maturation produces many natural changes in physical development, behavior, knowledge, exposure to new experiences.  It is often difficult to separate changes due to maturation from those due to the project.
	
	

	5. Regression towards the mean If subjects are selected because of their extreme scores (weight, physical development) there is a natural tendency to move closer to the mean over time – thus diminishing or distorting  the effects of the program.  
	
	

	6. Attrition. Even when project participants originally had characteristics similar to the  total population, selective drop-out over time may change the characteristics of the project population (for example the poorest or least educated might drop out)
	
	

	7. Testing. Being interviewed or tested may affect behavior or responses. For example, being asked about expenditures may encourage people to cut down or socially disapproved expenditures (cigarettes and alcohol) and spend more on acceptable items.
	
	

	8. Researchers may alter how they describe/interpret data as they gain more experience  (Instrumentation)  As interviewers or observers become more experienced, they may change the way they interpret the rating scales, observation checklists etc.
	
	

	9. Respondent distortion when using recall**  Respondents may deliberately or unintentionally distort their recall of past events. Opposition politicians may exaggerate community problems while community elders may romanticize the past.
	
	

	10. Use of less rigorous designs due to budget and time constraints**. Many evaluations are conducted under budget, time and data constraints which require reductions in sample size, time for pilot studies, amount of information that can be collected etc.  These constraints increase vulnerability to many kinds of internal validity problems.  
	
	


	C. Threats to Construct Validity. Reasons why inferences about the constructs used to define implementation processes, outputs, outcomes and impacts  may be incorrect
	

	
	A
	B

	1. Inadequate explanation of constructs Constructs (the effects/outcomes) being studied are defined in terms that are too general or are confusing or ambiguous thus making it impossible to have precise measurement (examples of ambiguous constructs include: quality of life, unemployed, aggressive, hostile work environment, sex discrimination)
	
	

	2.  Indicators do not adequately measure constructs (Construct confounding)  the operational definition may not adequately capture the desired construct. For example, defining the unemployed as those who have registered with an employment center ignores people not working but who do not use these centers. Similarly, defining  domestic violence as cases reported to the police significantly under-represents the real number of incidents
	
	

	3. Use of single indicator to measure a complex construct  (Mono-operation bias)  using a single indicator to define and measure  a complex construct (such as poverty, well-being, domestic violence) will usually produce bias.
	
	

	4. Use of a single method to measure a construct (Mono-method bias). If only one method is used to measure a construct this will produce a narrow and often biased measure (for example, observing communities in formal meetings will produce different results than observing social events or communal work projects
	
	

	5. Only one level of the treatment is studied  (Confounding Constructs with Levels of Constructs)  Often a treatment is only administered at one, usually low, level of intensity (only small business loans are given) and the results are used to make general conclusions about the effectiveness (or lack of effectiveness) of the construct. This is misleading as a higher level of treatment might have produced a more significant effect.
	
	

	6. Program participants and comparison group respond differently to some questions (Treatment sensitive factorial structure) Program participants may respond in a more nuanced way to questions.  For example, they may distinguish between different types and intensities of domestic violence or racial prejudice, whereas the comparison group may have broader, less discriminated responses.
	
	

	7.  Participants assess themselves and their situation differently than comparison group (Reactive self-report changes) People selected for programs may self-report differently from those not selected even before the program begins.  They may wish to make themselves seem more in need of the program (poorer, sicker) or they may wish to appear more meritorious if that is a criteria for selection.
	
	

	8. Reactivity to the experimental situation. Project participants try to interpret the project situation and this may affect their behavior. If they believe the program is being run by a religious organization they may respond differently than if they believe it is run by a political group
	
	

	9. Experimenter expectancies  Experimenters also have expectations (about how men and women or different socio-economic groups will react to the program, and this may affect how they react to different groups.
	
	

	10. Novelty and disruption effects. Novel programs can generate excitement and produce a big effect.  If a similar program is replicated the effect may be less as novelty has worn off.
	
	

	11. Compensatory effects and rivalry.  Programs create a dynamic that can affect outcomes in different ways. There may be pressures) to provide benefits to non-participants; comparison groups may become motivated to show what they can achieve on their own, or those receiving no treatment or a less attractive treatment may become demoralized
	
	

	12. Using indicators and constructs developed in other countries without pre- testing in the local context** Many evaluations important theories and constructs from other countries and these may not adequately capture the local project situation. For example, many evaluations of the impacts of micro-credit on women’s empowerment in countries such as Bangladesh have used international definitions of empowerment that may not be appropriate for Bangladeshi women.
	
	


	D. Threats to External Validity.  Reasons why inferences about how study results would hold over variations in persons, settings, treatments and outcomes may be incorrect.

	1. Sample does not cover the whole population of interest subjects may come from one sex or from certain ethnic or economic groups or they may have certain personality characteristics (e.g.  depressed, self-confident). Consequently it may be different to generalize from the study findings to the whole population.
	

	2. Different settings affect program outcomes  (Interaction of the causal relationship over treatment variations) Treatments may be implemented in different settings which may affect outcomes. If pressure to reduce class size forces schools to construct extra temporary and inadequate classrooms the outcomes may be very different than having smaller classes in suitable classroom settings.
	

	3. Different outcome measures give different assessments of project effectiveness (Interaction of the causal relationship with outcomes) Different outcome measures can produce different conclusions on project effectiveness. Micro-credit programs for women  may increase household income and expenditure on children’s education but may not increase women’s political empowerment. 
	

	4. Program outcomes vary in different settings (Interactions of the causal relationships with settings). Program success may be different in rural and urban settings or in different kinds of communities. So it may not be appropriate to generalize findings from one particular setting  to different settings
	

	5. Programs operate differently in different settings (Context-dependent mediation)  programs may operate in different ways and have different intermediate and final outcomes in different settings. The implementation of community-managed schools may operate very differently and have different outcomes when managed by religious organizations, government agencies and non-governmental organizations.
	

	6. The attitude of policy makers and politicians to the program** identical programs will operate differently and have different outcomes in situations where they have the active support of policy makers or politicians than in situations where they face opposition or indifference.  When the party in power or the agency head changes it is common to find that support for programs can vanish or be increased.
	

	7. Seasonal and other cycles**  many projects will operate differently in different seasons,  at different stages of the business cycle or according to the internal terms of trade for key exports and imports. Attempts to generalize or project findings from pilot programs must take these cycles into consideration.
	


	Table 2  Checklist for assessing threats to adequacy and validity of qualitative evaluation designs

	
	A
	B

	A.  Confirmability Are the conclusions drawn from the available evidence, and is the research relatively free of researcher bias?
	
	

	1. Are the study’s methods and procedures adequately described?  Are study data retained and available for re-analysis?  
	
	

	2. Is data presented to support the conclusions? 
	
	

	3. Has the researcher been as explicit and self-aware as possible about personal assumptions, values and biases? 
	
	

	4. Were the methods used to control for bias adequate?
	
	

	5. Were competing hypotheses or rival conclusions considered? 
	
	

	
	
	

	B.  Reliability Is the process of the study consistent, coherent and reasonably stable over time and across researchers and methods? If emergent designs are used are the processes through which the design evolves clearly  documented?
	
	

	1. Are findings trustworthy, consistent and replicable across data sources and over time?  
	
	

	2. Were data collected across the full range of appropriate settings, times, respondents, etc.? 
	
	

	3. Did all fieldworkers have comparable data collection protocols?
	
	

	4. Were coding and quality checks made, and did they show adequate agreement?
	
	

	5. Do the accounts of different observers converge?  If they do not (which is often the case in QL studies) is this recognized and addressed? 
	
	

	6. Were peer or colleague reviews used?
	
	

	7. Were the rules used for confirmation of propositions, hypotheses, etc. made explicit?
	
	

	
	
	

	C.  Credibility Are the findings credible to the people studied and to readers, and do we have an authentic portrait of what we are studying?
	
	

	1. How context-rich and meaningful (“thick”) are the descriptions?  Is there sufficient information to provide a credible/valid description of the subjects or the situation being studied?**
	
	

	2. Does the account ring true, make sense, seem convincing?  Does it reflect the local context?
	
	

	3. Did triangulation among complementary methods and data sources produce generally converging conclusions?  If expansionist qualitative methods are used where interpretations do not necessarily converge, are the differences in interpretations and conclusions noted and discussed?**
	
	

	4. Are the presented data well linked to the categories of prior or emerging theory?  Are the findings internally coherent, and are the concepts systematically related? 
	
	

	5. Are areas of uncertainty identified? Was negative evidence sought, found?  How was it used? Have rival explanations been actively considered?
	
	

	6. Were conclusions considered accurate by the researchers responsible for data collection?
	
	

	How to use the checklist: Column A = Existence of this threat. Column B = Seriousness of the threat for the purposes of the evaluation.  It is possible to just check threats that are important or a rating scale (1

5,  for example) can be use for each item. 


	Source: Bamberger, Rugh and Mabry (2006) RealWorld Evaluation Appendix 1.  Adapted by the authors from Miles and Huberman (1994) Chapter 10 Section C.  See also: Guba and Lincoln (1989).  The items indicated by ** were added. 


	D.  Transferability Do the conclusions fit other contexts and how widely can they be generalized?
	
	

	1. Are the characteristics of the sample of persons, settings, processes, etc. described in enough detail to permit comparisons with other samples?
	
	

	2. Does the sample design theoretically permit generalization to other populations?
	
	

	3. Does the researcher define the scope and boundaries of reasonable generalization from the study?
	
	

	4. Do the findings include enough “thick description” for readers to assess the potential transferability?
	
	

	5. Does a range of readers report the findings to be consistent with their own experience?
	
	

	6. Do the findings confirm or are they congruent with existing theory? Is the transferable theory made explicit?
	
	

	7. Are the processes and findings generic enough to be applicable in other settings?
	
	

	8. Have narrative sequences been preserved?  Has a general cross-case theory using the sequences been developed?
	
	

	9. Does the report suggest settings where the findings could fruitfully be tested further?
	
	

	10. Have the findings been replicated in other studies to assess their robustness.  If not, could replication efforts be mounted easily?
	
	

	
	
	

	E.  Utilization How useful were the findings to clients, researchers and the communities studied?
	
	

	1. Are the findings intellectually and physically accessible to potential users?
	
	

	2. Were any predictions made in the study and, if so, how accurate were they?
	
	

	3. Do the findings provide guidance for future action?
	
	

	4. Do the findings have a catalyzing effect leading to specific actions?
	
	

	5. Do the actions taken actually help solve local problems?
	
	

	6. Have users of the findings experienced any sense of empowerment or increased

control over their lives?  Have they developed new capacities?
	
	

	7. Are value-based or ethical concerns raised explicitly in the report?  If not do some exist that the researcher is not attending to?
	
	

	
	
	


	Table 3. Checklist for Assessing Threats to Validity for Mixed-Method Evaluations

	
	A
	B

	A.  Confirmability/ Objectivity Are the conclusions drawn from the available evidence, and is the research relatively free of researcher bias?
	
	

	1. Are the conclusions and recommendations presented in the executive summary consistent with, and supported by, the information and findings in the main report.
	
	

	2. Are the study’s methods and procedures adequately described?  Are study data retained and available for re-analysis?  
	
	

	3. Is data presented to support the conclusions?  Is evidence presented to support all findings.
	
	

	4. Has the researcher been as explicit and self-aware as possible about personal assumptions, values and biases? 
	
	

	5. Were the methods used to control for bias adequate?
	
	

	6. Were competing hypotheses or rival conclusions considered?
	
	

	
	
	

	B.  Dependability/ Reliability Is the process of the study consistent, coherent and reasonably stable over time and across researchers and methods? If emergent designs are used are the processes through which the design evolves clearly documented?
	
	

	1. Are findings trustworthy, consistent and replicable across data sources and over time?  Did methods of data collection and interpretation vary over time as researchers increased there understanding of the phenomena being studied, and if so were adequate measures taken to ensure the reliability and consistency of the data and interpretation?
	
	

	2. Were data collected across the full range of appropriate settings, times, respondents, etc.? 
	
	

	3. Did all fieldworkers have comparable data collection protocols?
	
	

	4. Were coding and quality checks made, and did they show adequate agreement?
	
	

	5. Do the accounts of different observers converge?  If they do not (which is often the case in qualitative studies) is this recognized and addressed? 
	
	

	6. Were peer or colleague reviews used?
	
	

	7.  Was the evaluation conducted under budget, time or data constraints?  Did this affect the quality of the data or the validity of the evaluation design, and if so what measures were taken to compensate for these limitations.  
	
	

	8.  Were the rules used for confirmation of propositions, hypotheses, etc. made explicit?
	
	

	Source:  Synthesis of Tables 1 and 2 reflecting the fact that Mixed-Method designs draw on both qualitative and quantitative methodologies.

	How to use the checklist: Column A = Existence of this threat. Column B = Seriousness of the threat for the purposes of the evaluation.  It is possible to just check threats that are important or a rating scale (1-5 for example) can be used.


	C.  Credibility/ Internal Validity Are the findings credible to the people studied and to readers, and do we have an authentic portrait of what we are studying? Are there reasons why the assumed causal relationship between two variables may not be valid?
	
	

	1. How context-rich and meaningful (“thick”) are the descriptions?  Is there sufficient information to provide a credible/valid description of the subjects or the situation being studied? 
	
	

	2. Does the account ring true, make sense, seem convincing?  Does it reflect the local context?
	
	

	3. Did triangulation among complementary methods and data sources produce generally converging conclusions?  If expansionist qualitative methods are used where interpretations do not necessarily converge, are the differences in interpretations and conclusions noted and discussed?
	
	

	4. Are the presented data well linked to the categories of prior or emerging theory?  Are the findings internally coherent, and are the concepts systematically related? 
	
	

	5. Are areas of uncertainty identified? Was negative evidence sought, found?  How was it used? Have rival explanations been actively considered?
	
	

	6. Were conclusions considered accurate by the researchers responsible for data collection?
	
	

	7. Temporal precedence of interventions and effects. Was it clearly established that the intervention actually occurred before the effect that it was predicted to influence?  A cause must precede its effect. However, it is often difficult to know the order of events in a project. Many projects (for example, urban development programs) do not have a precise starting date but get going over periods of months or even years
	
	

	8. Project selection bias. Were potential project selection biases identified and were measures taken to address them in the analysis?  Project participants are often different from comparison groups either because they are self-selected or because the project administrator selects people with certain characteristics (the poorest farmers or the best-organized communities).
	
	

	9. History. Were the effects of history identified and addressed in the analysis?   Participation in a project may produce other experiences unrelated to the project treatment that might distinguish the project and control groups.  For example, entrepreneurs who are known to have received loans may be more likely to be robbed or pressured by politicians to make donations, or girls enrolled in high school may be more likely to get pregnant.  
	
	

	10. Attrition. Was there significant attrition over the life of the project and did this have different effects on the composition of the project and comparison groups?  Even when project participants originally had characteristics similar to the  total population, selective drop-out over time may change the characteristics of the project population (for example the poorest or least educated might drop out)
	
	

	11. Testing. . Being interviewed or tested may affect behavior or responses. For example, being asked about expenditures may encourage people to cut down or socially disapproved expenditures (cigarettes and alcohol) and spend more on acceptable items.
	
	

	12. Potential biases or distortion during the process of recall.   Respondents may deliberately or unintentionally distort their recall of past events. Opposition politicians may exaggerate community problems while community elders may romanticize the past.
	
	

	13.  Information is not collected from the right people, or some categories of informants not interviewed Sometimes information is only collected from, and about  certain sectors of the target population (men but not women, teachers but not students) in which case estimates for the total population may be biased.
	
	

	
	
	

	D.  Statistical Conclusion Validity: Reasons why inferences about statistical association (covariation) between project and control group may be incorrect
	
	

	1.  The sample is too small to detect program effects (Low Statistical Power): The sample is not large enough  to detect statistically significant differences between project and control groups even if they do exist. Particularly important when effect sizes are small. 
	
	

	2.  Sample size for group and community level variables is too small to permit statistical significance testing.  When the unit of analysis is the group, organization or community the sample size tends to be significantly reduced (compared to data collected from household sample surveys) and the power of the test is lowered so that it may not be possible conduct statistical significance testing.  This is frequently the case when data is collected at the group level to save time or money. 
	
	

	3.  Unreliability of measures of change of outcome indicators. Unreliable measures of, for example, rates of change in income, literacy, infant mortality, always reduce the likelihood of finding a significant effect.
	
	

	4.  Unreliability of treatment implementation. If the treatment is not administered in an identical way to all subjects the probability of finding a significant effect is reduced. 
	
	

	5.  Diversity of the population  (Heterogeneity of Units). If subjects have widely different characteristics, this may increase the variance of results and make it more difficult to detect significant effects.
	
	

	6.  Extrapolation from a Truncated or Incomplete Data Base. If the sample only covers part of the population (for example only the poorest families, or only people working in the formal sector) this can affect the conclusions of the analysis and can bias generalizations to the total population. 
	
	

	7.   Project and comparison group samples do not cover the same populations. It is often the case that the comparison group sample is not drawn from exactly the same population as the project sample.  In these cases differences in outcomes may be due to the differences in the characteristics of the two  samples and not to the  effects of the project.
	
	

	
	
	

	E. Construct Validity. Reasons why inferences about the constructs used to define implementation processes, outputs, outcomes and impacts  may be incorrect
	
	

	1.  Inadequate explanation of constructs Constructs (the effects/outcomes) being studied are defined in terms that are too general or are confusing or ambiguous thus making it impossible to have precise measurement (examples of ambiguous constructs include: quality of life, unemployed, aggressive, hostile work environment, sex discrimination)
	
	

	2.  Indicators do not adequately measure constructs (Construct confounding)  the operational definition may not adequately capture the desired construct. For example, defining the unemployed as those who have registered with an employment center ignores people not working but who do not use these centers. Similarly, defining  domestic violence as cases reported to the police significantly under-represents the real number of incidents
	
	

	3. Use of single indicator to measure a complex construct  (Mono-operation bias)  using a single indicator to define and measure  a complex construct (such as poverty, well-being, domestic violence) will usually produce bias.
	
	

	4. Use of a single method to measure a construct (Mono-method bias). If only one method is used to measure a construct this will produce a narrow and often biased measure (for example, observing communities in formal meetings will produce different results than observing social events or communal work projects
	
	


	5.  Only one level of the treatment is studied  (Confounding Constructs with Levels of Constructs)  Often a treatment is only administered at one, usually low, level of intensity (only small business loans are given) and the results are used to make general conclusions about the effectiveness (or lack of effectiveness) of the construct. This is misleading as a higher level of treatment might have produced a more significant effect.
	
	

	6. Program participants and comparison group respond differently to some questions (Treatment sensitive factorial structure) Program participants may respond in a more nuanced way to questions.  For example, they may distinguish between different types and intensities of domestic violence or racial prejudice, whereas the comparison group may have broader, less discriminated responses.
	
	

	7.  Participants assess themselves and their situation differently than comparison group (Reactive self-report changes) People selected for programs may self-report differently from those not selected even before the program begins.  They may wish to make themselves seem more in need of the program (poorer, sicker) or they may wish to appear more meritorious if that is a criteria for selection.
	
	

	8. Reactivity to the experimental situation. Project participants try to interpret the project situation and this may affect their behavior. If they believe the program is being run by a religious organization they may respond differently than if they believe it is run by a political group
	
	

	9. Experimenter expectancies  Experimenters also have expectations (about how men and women or different socio-economic groups will react to the program, and this may affect how they react to different groups.
	
	

	10. Novelty and disruption effects. Novel programs can generate excitement and produce a big effect.  If a similar program is replicated the effect may be less as novelty has worn off.
	
	

	11. Compensatory effects and rivalry.  Programs create a dynamic that can affect outcomes in different ways. There may be pressures) to provide benefits to non-participants; comparison groups may become motivated to show what they can achieve on their own, or those receiving no treatment or a less attractive treatment may become demoralized
	
	

	12. Using indicators and constructs developed in other countries without pre- testing in the local context** Many evaluations important theories and constructs from other countries and these may not adequately capture the local project situation. For example, many evaluations of the impacts of micro-credit on women’s empowerment in countries such as Bangladesh have used international definitions of empowerment that may not be appropriate for Bangladeshi women.
	
	

	13.  The process of “quantizing” (transforming qualitative variables into interval or ordinal variables) or “qualitizing” (transforming quantitative variables into qualitative) changes the nature or meaning of a variable in a way that can be misleading.  One example of “quantizing” is to convert contextual variables (the local economic, political or organization context affecting each project location) into dummy variables to be incorporated into regression analysis.
	
	

	14. Does the multi-level mixed-method analysis accurately reflect how the project operates and interacts with its environment.
	
	

	
	
	


	F . Transferability/ External Validity.  Reasons why inferences about how study results would hold over variations in persons, settings, treatments and outcomes may be incorrect.

	1. Sample does not cover the whole population of interest subjects may come from one sex or from certain ethnic or economic groups or they may have certain personality characteristics (e.g.  depressed, self-confident). Consequently it may be different to generalize from the study findings to the whole population.
	
	

	2.  Different settings affect program outcomes  (Interaction of the causal relationship over treatment variations) Treatments may be implemented in different settings which may affect outcomes. If pressure to reduce class size forces schools to construct extra temporary and inadequate classrooms the outcomes may be very different than having smaller classes in suitable classroom settings.
	
	

	3. Different outcome measures give different assessments of project effectiveness (Interaction of the causal relationship with outcomes) Different outcome measures can produce different conclusions on project effectiveness. Micro-credit programs for women  may increase household income and expenditure on children’s education but may not increase women’s political empowerment.
	
	

	4. Program outcomes vary in different settings (Interactions of the causal relationships with settings). Program success may be different in rural and urban settings or in different kinds of communities. So it may not be appropriate to generalize findings findings from one setting  to different settings
	
	

	5.  Programs operate differently in different settings (Context-dependent mediation)  programs may operate in different ways and have different intermediate and final outcomes in different settings. The implementation of community-managed schools may operate very differently and have different outcomes when managed by religious organizations, government agencies and non-governmental organizations.
	
	

	6. The attitude of policy makers and politicians to the program  identical programs will operate differently and have different outcomes in situations where they have the active support of policy makers or politicians than in situations where they face opposition or indifference.  When the party in power or the agency head changes it is common to find that support for programs can vanish or be increased.
	
	

	7.  Season and other cycles.   many projects will operate differently in different seasons, at different stages of the business cycle or according to the terms of trade for key exports and imports.  Attempts to generalize findings from pilot programs must take these cycles into account.
	
	

	8. Are the characteristics of the sample of persons, settings, processes, etc. described in enough detail to permit comparisons with other samples?
	
	

	9.  Does the sample design theoretically permit generalization to other populations?
	
	

	10.  Does the researcher define the scope and boundaries of reasonable generalization from the study?
	
	

	11.  Do the findings include enough “thick description” for readers to assess the potential transferability?
	
	

	12.  Does a range of readers report the findings to be consistent with their own experience?
	
	

	13.  Do the findings confirm or are they congruent with existing theory? Is the transferable theory made explicit?
	
	

	14.  Are the processes and findings generic enough to be applicable in other settings?
	
	

	15.  Have narrative sequences been preserved?  Has a general cross-case theory using the sequences been developed?
	
	

	16.  Does the report suggest settings where the findings could fruitfully be tested further?
	
	

	17  Have the findings been replicated in other studies to assess their robustness.  If not, could replication efforts be mounted easily?
	
	

	
	
	


	G.  Utilization How useful were the findings to clients, researchers and the communities studied?
	
	

	8. Are the findings intellectually and physically accessible to potential users?
	
	

	9. Were any predictions made in the study and, if so, how accurate were they?
	
	

	10. Do the findings provide guidance for future action?
	
	

	11. Do the findings have a catalyzing effect leading to specific actions?
	
	

	12. Do the actions taken actually help solve local problems?
	
	

	13. Have users of the findings experienced any sense of empowerment or increased

control over their lives?  Have they developed new capacities?
	
	

	14. Are value-based or ethical concerns raised explicitly in the report?  If not do some exist that the researcher is not attending to?
	
	

	8.  Did the evaluation report reach the key stakeholder groups in a form that they could understand and use [Note: this question can be asked separately for each of the main stakeholders]?
	
	

	9.  Is there evidence that the evaluation had a significant influence on future project design?
	
	

	10.  Is there evidence that the evaluation influenced policy decisions?
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4.  Estimate the proportion of the effects that can reasonably be attributed to the program





3.  Define and implement a methodology for assessing whether the observed effects can be attributed to the program. 





2.  Consider whether there is a plausible case for assuming that the evaluated program might have contributed to the observed effects 





Figure 1  A simple attribution analysis framework





1.  Identify potential effects (outcomes and impacts,  influences or consequences)








Triangulation








�  A rigorous triangulation design may combine  comparisons of different data collection methods,  researchers, locations and time of observation.


� The purpose of an evaluability assessment is to determine whether the intended objectives of an evaluation can be achieved with the available resources and data and within thespecified evaluation time horizon.  


� Where the titles have been simplified, the original titles are given in parenthesis.
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