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Executive summary

In the last decade much has been written and discussed concerning aid (in)
effectiveness. This policy paper will address the issue from the perspective of
PADEV, a new participatory evaluation method with a holistic and historical intake.
As the method is still being developed, an assessment of its strengths and weaknesses
is useful and important. The problem statement is to what extent can PADEV evolve
into a catalyst of sustainable development and empowerment, rather than a means of
extracting beneficiary information. The policy paper contains two pillars; a literature
review in order to create a theoretical framework, focusing on: aid (in) effectiveness,
participatory research methods, participatory monitoring and evaluation, evaluation
use and influence and downward accountability. This framework serves as the basis
for the second pillar, namely, the fieldwork conducted in the Northern Region of
Ghana, from 6 June to 19 July, 2011. The fieldwork concentrated on two main
research questions. Firstly, to what extent do the key actors in the health and
education sector in the East-Mamprusi district have the intention to use the findings of
the PADEV evaluations? And, secondly, to what extent can PADEV become a motor
for downward accountability? The research was qualitative in nature and the data was
gathered through semi-structured interviews and focus group discussions. The
analysis of the data has shown that PADEV has the potential to become an innovative
participatory evaluation method which, increases evaluation utilisation and influence
and on top of that can increase the downward accountability mechanisms of
community members. The road towards fulfilling its potential is however still long.
Utilisation can only increased if all relevant stakeholders are involved and engaged
throughout the entire evaluation process and empowerment will only be achieved if
communities gain ownership over the evaluation findings and are enabled to use them.
As this paper is exploratory further research is recommended to fully grasp the steps
that should be taken in order to achieve these goals.
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1. Introduction
In reaction to aid pessimism, triggered by the disappointing results of approximately
60 years of aid, the international development community has been trying, in the last
decade, to make development assistance more effective. New declarations and
guidelines have been written, aiming to harmonise, align and localise development
cooperation (Barber, 2009). Increased emphasis has been given to result based
evaluations and experimental designs have been proposed as a way towards a more
scientific analysis of aid effectiveness (Bamberger and White, 2008).

This paper addresses the issue from another angle, namely Participatory Assessment
of Development or PADEV. This method, adopts a holistic and participatory approach
towards evaluation, with the emphasis placed on the opinions of aid beneficiaries
regarding development and the most significant changes in their community over the
past 30 years (PADEV, 2009). The motivation for the choice of this dissertation topic
is, in the first place, subjective because the PADEV method caught my attention as an
interesting and enlightening approach towards development evaluation. Secondly,
because it is a relatively new method, an investigation on its strengths and weaknesses
is timely, and can be useful to improve the PADEV approach.

The focus will be on the utilisation of the evaluation findings and the capacity of
PADEV to become a catalyst of empowerment by increasing downward
accountability, which brings us to the following problem statement.
What is PADEV’s capacity to become more than a participatory tool for
gathering and analysing information but a means of solving problems or
shortcomings in a sustainable and empowering manner?

From this problem statement two core research questions were derived:

To what extent can the PADEV findings be utilised and are key
development actors motivated to do so? And, to what extent can the

7

PADEV approach lead to empowerment and increase downward
accountability?

These issues have been addressed in two ways, firstly through a literature review
focusing on: development (in) effectiveness, participatory research methods,
participatory monitoring and evaluation, evaluation use and influence and downward
accountability. From this review, the theoretical framework for the fieldwork, which
is the second pillar, has been derived.

The fieldwork was carried out in the East-Mamprusi district, Ghana, from 8 June to
19 July 2011. Additional data was gathered by conducting ―semi-structured
interviews‖ and ―focus-group discussions‖ with key actors and PADEV participants.
The research was qualitative in nature and thus I adapted my initial research design
during the course of my stay and was open to recommendations from my local
supervisor, Francis Obeng, and the employees of PAS-L, the CBO where I stayed I
did not have an advance hypothesis as the research was exploratory, although the
initial questions were based on a theoretical framework derived from a number of
relevant articles concerned with evaluation use and empowerment (Hesse-Biber and
Leavy, 2004). .
The theoretical basis is grounded in constructivist epistemology, which moves away
from the positivist notion of reality and acknowledges the existence of multiple and
complex realities and truths (Schwandt, 1999: 189). Sen’s (1999) capability approach,
based on the fact that development is ultimately about ―people‟s capability to live the
life they have reason to value”, is another core theoretical input for this paper and
guided me throughout my fieldwork.

These two underlying theories alone make investigating PADEV valuable, because
the method is created to construct a ―story of development” that encompasses the
different realities of community members from diverse socio-economic backgrounds
and focuses on the changes people experience (Dietz et al., 2011: 7). The PADEV
findings have also supported Sen’s capability approach. As Prof. Ton Dietz, head
researcher of the PADEV initiative noted, local people value interventions most if
they helped them to achieve their own goals (Dietz, 2011b).
8

The second chapter of this policy paper will discuss the problem statement and the
main research questions. The rationale behind this paper will be addressed, as will the
various research questions and sub-questions that are the guidelines throughout this
study. The third chapter is dedicated to a theoretical framework that has been
developed through a literature review. The literature review will focus on two core
issues, evaluation use as a way to address the aid ineffectiveness problem and
empowerment from a downward accountability angle. We will look at the benefits of
participation in both increasing evaluation use and empowerment, based on the
enlightening work of Robert Chambers. However, the limitations of participation and
the way in which PADEV has tried to address these drawbacks will also be addressed.
This will bring us to a short clarification of the PADEV methodology in order to fully
grasp what this policy paper is addressing.

In the fourth chapter the research methodology and planning will be discussed,
followed by a section on the setting of the fieldwork, the core limitations encountered
during it and the way they were (partly) overcome. Chapter five will then address the
main research questions and analysis. This section will be dedicated to looking at the
capability of PADEV to become more than a means of development assessment but
an instrument of empowerment, as Chambers has suggested and, in what way the
knowledge obtained can be put to use in a practical manner to improve aid in the
respective communities (de Groot & Dietz, 2010). A framework developed by Smits
and Champagne (2008) for Practical Participatory Evaluation (PPE) will be used to
analyze this, together with the work of Henry and Mark (2003) and Preskill et al.
(2003). The empowerment capability of PADEV will be analysed using the four key
elements suggested in the 2002 World Bank Empowerment Sourcebook: access to
information, participation, accountability and local organisational capacity.

This policy paper will end with some recommendations, regarding the fine-tuning of
the PADEV method and a conclusion.
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2. Problem statement and research questions
2.1.

Problem statement

As mentioned in the introduction, development ineffectiveness, especially from a
sustainability angle, is one of the core challenges facing development cooperation at
present (Bamberger and White, 2008). This paper will discuss the ability of PADEV,
a holistic participatory evaluation approach, to become a motor for social betterment.
Following Henry and Mark’s (2003) theory on evaluation influence, the paper will
focus on the evaluation consequences that lead towards, or away from, social
betterment. After an in-depth theoretical investigation of the PADEV methodology
and discussions with the founders of the method, it became clear that there is
uncertainty about the way forward. How can PADEV become more than an extractive
evaluation approach? How can the communities gain more ownership over the entire
process? To what extent are the findings useful for different development actors? In
2012 the PADEV research team will round up their work and finalise the
methodology, so answering these crucial questions at this juncture is of great
importance.

2.2.

Research questions

This policy paper is based on two pillars. Firstly, a theoretical analysis of the relevant
literature, concerning: development (in) effectiveness, participatory research methods,
participatory monitoring and evaluation, evaluation use and influence and downward
accountability. The second pillar is fieldwork that was conducted in Northern Ghana,
more specifically in the East-Mamprusi district, from the 8 of June to the 19 of July
2011.

The fieldwork focused on two issues, the utilisation of PADEV findings by the key
actors in the education and health sector and the empowerment capability of the
PADEV approach. Regarding the first issue, the thematic focus was chosen because,
within the time span of the fieldwork, it was not possible to interview all actors or
agencies and in addition these two sectors were mentioned by the participants of the
10

PADEV workshops as most important together with agriculture, which has already
been studied in-depth by Geneviève Audet-Bélanger for her dissertation at the
University of Amsterdam (Zaal et al., 2008; Audet-Bélanger, 2010).

The main research question pertaining to this part of the fieldwork is:

To what extent do the key actors in the health and education sector in the
East-Mamprusi district have the intention to use the findings of the
PADEV evaluations?

The sub-research questions are:
Where the key actors in the respective sectors involved in the PADEV process and in
which stages?
To what extent was there process use or learning by the actors that were involved in
the PADEV evaluation?
On which level did this learning occur, individual, interpersonal or collective?
To what extent was there mention of behavioral change by participating in the
PADEV workshop and on which level, individual, interpersonal or collective?
What effect has non-participation have on the intention of the actors to utilise the
PADEV evaluation findings?
And lastly to what extent were the PADEV findings disseminated to the key actors in
the respective sectors?

The second part of the research focuses on the ―empowerment‖ capability of the
PADEV methodology. The theoretical lens that was used to interpret the data
collected was a framework developed by the World Bank in 2002, which entails four
categories that enforce empowerment: access to information, participation,
accountability and local organisational capacity (World Bank, 2002). It is significant
to note that this framework was inductively adopted because as it seemed, the data
that was collected could be fitted into the four categories. This is important because it
implies that I was not at the time looking for specific data to fit into the frame, which
adds strength to the data and the framework (Dewalt and Dewalt, 2002).
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Apart from this, the community members themselves were asked to share their
understanding of empowerment and these elements have also been incorporated into
the analysis. This approach of asking the people themselves is also an approach
advocated by Chambers (2002).

The main research question for the second pillar of the fieldwork is:

To what extent can PADEV become a motor for downward
accountability?

The sub- research questions are the following:

How did the participants experience the workshop?
To what extent did they learn by taking part in the workshop and what did they learn?
To what extent did they use this knowledge?
Where there any changes within the community because of the workshop
participation?
To what extent was the information gained during the workshop disseminated to
other non-participants?
Was there feedback after the workshop and in what form?
Do the participants think that PADEV is useful for the creation of CAP’s?
Is there a differences between villages where follow-up workshops were organised
and those where there was no follow-up?
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3. Theoretical framework
In this section we will build up a theoretical framework on the basis of a literature
review that will focus on two core issues: evaluation use as a way to address the aid
ineffectiveness problem and empowerment from a downward accountability angle.
We will look at the benefits of participation for both increasing evaluation use and
empowerment. However, the limitations of participation and the way in which
PADEV has tried to address these drawbacks will also be addressed. This will bring
us to a short clarification of the PADEV methodology in order to fully grasp what this
policy paper is addressing.

3.1.

Evaluation use and process influence

3.1.1. Participation and Evaluation use

Well conducted evaluations which can discover the causal complexities of
development interventions are essential to the understanding of aid (in) effectiveness.
If they are also used, they can go beyond this understanding and become the motor of
increased aid effectiveness and efficiency. Having insight into the black-box of aid
effectiveness and thus being able to answer the why-question, is an important benefit
of micro-level evaluations moving beyond pure econometric analysis (Bamberger &
White, 2008). Once the why-question has been answered, it is up to development
actors to build on this knowledge and improve their interventions accordingly. This is
what can be labelled as evaluation use, as the evaluation findings are thus fed into the
decision making process (Cousins and Earl, 1992).

Research has shown that the use of the evaluations increases with collaborative,
participatory, empowerment and learning-oriented approaches (Greene, 1988;
Garaway, 1995; Preskill et al., 2003). These types of approaches should increase
participants’ sense of ownership and commitment. They also give participants the
opportunity to learn about effective evaluation practices and should lead to more
useful recommendations (Preskill et al., 2003). Participatory Evaluation (PE)
increases the learning from evaluations due to a higher level of knowledge creation
13

and knowledge sharing (Garaway, 1995; Cousins and Earl, 1992). In addition to this,
the knowledge that is gained during donor-driven evaluations, decreases the power of
stakeholders and increases the chance of selective use and dissemination of findings
(Cracknell, 2000: 322).
During PE, facts are not found, rather ―constructions of the realities of the case” are
developed (Cracknell, 2000: 332). This idea is rooted in social constructivist learning
theory that states that knowledge is an active practice. Knowledge is constructed in a
certain context and real meaning does not exist but is always a result of a social
context (Schwandt, 1999: 197-200). Participatory evaluations create such a social
context in which knowledge is shared and often people have the opportunity to share
their perceptions more openly. Jones (2001) has defined these social contexts, as
heterotopian spaces, in which different rules and norms adhere than in normal social
settings1. The trick is thus to translate the ―empowerment‖ witnessed in these
participatory evaluation spaces into everyday life (Jones, 2001). A challenge
regarding this socially constructed ―working consensus‖ is that it may not be
understandable to others in different environments (Cracknell, 2000: 322).

3.1.2. Participation and process use or influence

Not only does participation increase the use of evaluation findings, it also, according
to some scholars, increases process use (Preskill et al. 2003, Henry and Mark, 2003).
Process use is defined by Preskill et al. (2003) as how individuals learn from the
evaluation process and each other during the process. It implies that the evaluation has
a direct impact on the participants and so it can translate knowledge gained in the
heterotopian space of the evaluation more directly to other ―normal‖ spaces (Preskill
et al., 2003; Jones, 2001).

More recently Henry and Mark (2003) refer to the term process influence, which
moves beyond process use and captures change processes and interim outcomes. The
1

Heterotopian spaces are arenas were usual disciplining rules do not exist and different social
relations van emerge within these spaces, which can then serve as catalyzators in other more
conventional settings (Jones et al, 2001: 5).
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evaluation is seen as an intervention or program that creates a pathway ―away, or
towards, social betterment” (Henry and Mark, 2003: 297). Henry and Mark (2003)
constructed a theory of evaluation influence linking evaluation activities and outputs
with outcomes. Changes as a result of evaluation influence can occur on three levels
according to this theory: individual, inter-personal or collective. The changes can also
be cognitive or can have a behavioural dimension (Henry and Mark, 2003).

In order to increase both the utilisation of evaluation findings and process influence, it
is important to take these issues into account whilst designing the evaluation.
―When the participative process aims to increase the use of evaluation results through
the involvement of intended users‖, we can speak of Practical Participatory Evaluation
(PPE) (Smits & Champagne, 2008: 428). Smits and Champagne (2008) have
developed a comprehensive framework to analyse the extent of evaluation use and
process use. The authors use both learning theories and knowledge utilisation theories
to back their framework up. Their framework is build up in four stages: the data
gathering process, the knowledge co-construction process, the instrumental use
process and local context of action and will be used as basis for the theoretical
framework used for this paper.

To conclude, one could say that, the evaluation, in terms of a participatory approach is
a voyage, with no fixed destination, the result of which being something new,
established through mutual learning and trust between the evaluator and the
stakeholders. Credibility is the most important aspect of a good evaluation, instead of
validity. To establish a credible evaluation, methods must be used that suit the specific
context best and results have to be shared and are not the property of the evaluator or
the donor (Cracknell, 2000: 333).

3.1.3. Limitations of participation

Although there is much to say for PE, it must be noted that participation is not a
magic bullet that guarantees credible evaluation results and their use. Participation has
limitations that should not be ignored (Chambers, 1994c). The most common setback
is that participation is not carried out during the whole evaluation, but mainly used
15

during the data gathering phase. It sometimes merely serves a justifying role, in order
to gain support for what the researchers themselves believe. This is in line with the
fact that participants often know what the researcher wants to hear and will adjust
their opinion towards it in order to receive more benefits (Mosse, 2001). The question
of who participates, is a second challenge that PE faces. Cleaver (2003:36) has
pointed out that the poor and marginalised are often the ones that are excluded and
local elites more often than not capture the PE process, leading to biased conclusions
on programme effectiveness. When local power structures are ignored during the
design and implementation of the PE, the incidence of elite capture increases (Cleaver
(2003). These pre-existing local structures also affect the translation of
―empowerment‖ from the heterotopian space into the real life context, but are sadly
often neglected (Jones, 2001).

The most heavily criticised limitation of PE is the fact that it is not objective and
therefore, cannot be used for accountability purposes, as the implementers are too
engaged in the process (Cracknell, 2000). For this reason, lots of academics have
rejected participatory methods of evaluation altogether, claiming that accountability
cannot be reached when the evaluator and the subject have a too friendly relationship.
Unsurprisingly, those evaluators who are positioned close to the donors are the
fiercest opponents of the loss of objectivity by using participatory methods
(Cracknell, 2000: 335). Proponents of participatory evaluations state that it is possible
for evaluators to be both objective and fully involved with the beneficiaries, Finn et
al. (1995) suggest that ―objectivity must be substituted with honesty, critical distance,
integrity and avoidance of conflict of interests” (Finn et al. 1995 in Cracknell, 2000:
336). Another argument they raise is that full objectivity is an illusion and cannot
exist, because every person looks at each case with their own perception of reality and
ideas of success copied from donor discourse and terms of reference. On the other
hand, even if participatory methods are used, bias can still be present because the
donors are the ones who finance the whole project (Cracknell, 2000: 337).
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3.1.4. A comprehensive theoretical framework for evaluation utilisation

Based on the preceding literature review, a theoretical framework has been developed.
It is based predominately on the articles of Henry and Mark (2003), Preskill et al.
(2003), Smits and Champagne (2008) and the World Bank Empowerment Sourcebook
(2002), though other articles, as well as lessons from the field, have served as
inspiration and input for the following framework, which is thus a result of both emic
and etic research (Dewalt and Dewalt, 2002)2.

2

Etic stands for research “based on a priori categories drawn from the initial theoretical framework”
(Dewalt and Dewalt, 2002: 166). Emic is research that does not work from pre-set categories but is
more related to grounded theory, where the data gathered is the basis for the development of a new
hypothesis (Dewalt and Dewalt, 2002: 172).
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3.2.

Empowerment and downward accountability

―Empowerment‖ is a concept that is overused and often poorly defined (Jupp et al.,
2010). This paper does not have the intention or the capability to present a conclusive
picture of the empowerment capacity of PADEV. Instead, it is explorative in nature
and aims to give a preliminary idea of the scope of social betterment obtained by
participating in the PADEV workshops. To be able to do this, a theoretical exploration
of the term is necessary.

3.2.1. A contextualised interpretation of Empowerment
In accordance with Long’s (2001) statement “the battlefield of knowledge”,
empowerment is not a value-neutral term and has been used by different actors,
which give meaning to the term in their own benefit. There are broad and narrow
definitions, radical and conservative interpretations, economists and sociologists
look at it from different perspectives, as do the powerless or those that should be
empowered (Jupp et al., 2010). It is however, important not to throw away the baby
with the bathwater because of the complex meanings given to the term as “many
have come to view “empowerment” as nothing more than the most recently popular
buzzword to be thrown in to make sure old programmes get new funding” (Scrutton
and Luttrell, 2007 in Jupp et al., 2010: 28). Empowerment is an important term as it
depicts a change process that is valuable intrinsically, as well as instrumentally
because it paves the way towards development (Jupp et al., 2010: 30). According to
Sen (1999), development occurs when people have the capability to live the life they
have reason to value. They have thus the “capacity to make choices and transform
those choices into desired actions and outcomes” and this is one of the broadest
definitions of empowerment (Alsop and Heinsohn, 2005 in Jupp et al., 2010: 30).
One aspect that emerges from all interpretations is that empowerment is a process
and one that does not take place overnight that is also why it can be hard to
measure. Given the plurality of meanings, it makes sense to examine the issue
context by context and to look at local interpretations of the process (Jupp et al.,
2010). This has been done in an enlightening and insightful way by a social
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movement in Bangladesh, where movement members themselves determined their
own empowerment indicators which are revised every year (Jupp et al., 2010: 21).
These indicators were based on the assumption that empowerment is a change

process, so movement members describe through a drama, what their lives were like
before the movement, what changed because of their membership and how they
perceived their future (Jupp et al., 2010: 21-22). The idea of letting people themselves
explain what has changed in their lives because of a certain intervention has been
adopted during the focus-group discussions with PADEV participants, where the same
three questions were asked. Following Chambers (2002), this decreases outsider bias
on the issue and gives a more context specific understanding of the issue.

The following items were mentioned during the focus-group discussions (2011
FGD’s) as elements of empowerment. It is important to incorporate these factors in
the theoretical framework as, following a constructivist stance on research,
perceptions are imbedded in local contexts and only looking at the issue of
empowerment from an academic angle would fall short in capturing the meaning of
the word (Schwandt, 1994).
Giving somebody a role to play
A gift of nature
Giving opportunities to perform an activity
Not segregating people, giving people equal opportunities to do something
Form of appreciations given to somebody
A result of patience
A result of hardwork
It comes with unity, when there is unity there is empowerment
Before somebody can be empowered the person must be truthful
Empowerment comes as a result of trust, if people have trust you become empowered.
As a result of capability, if somebody is capable he can become empowered.
Empowerment as a result of fluency, if you cannot interact with others you cannot be
empowered
Be- able
to achieve
their own
Giving
somebody
a rolegoals
to play
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In addition, respondents mentioned many changes within their communities as
examples of empowerment. Some examples are increased agricultural productivity,
female school attendance, farm labour by women and the existence of community
spoke-persons (2011 community FGD).

The local definitions of empowerment and the examples that were given are to a
certain extent, related to the academic definitions discussed above and a few key
elements can be derived from them. Firstly, empowerment is perceived as something
interactive, this means that somebody can be empowered if another person or persons
gives him or her an opportunity to be, or trust or capability. Secondly, equality is
mentioned both in the local definitions and the examples, especially with regard to
gender. Equal access to labour and social services is indeed acknowledged by many
scholars as key to empowerment (Hepple, 2001; Kabeer, 2005). Thirdly, unity is
mentioned, which can be related to the local organisational capacity mentioned in the
World Bank’s (2002) framework below. Lastly, it is interesting to notice that the way
empowerment is perceived has much in common with Sen’s (1999) capability
approach, which emphasises the importance of making it possible for people to live
the life they want to live, the definitions ―being able to achieve their goals” and
―giving the opportunity to perform an activity”, can be interpreted in this light. The
goals or activities are not defined but what is important to people is that they are
enabled to succeed in their own endeavours, and in relation to this, people do not
expect empowerment to come to them overnight, they recognize that it requires
patience and hard work.

3.2.2. World Bank’s four empowerment elements
A second theoretical cornerstone that was used to analyse the empowerment
potential of PADEV are the four key factors cited in the World Bank Sourcebook for
empowerment (2002): access to information, participation, accountability and local
organisational capacity. However, as indicated, these factors were not identified a
priori but during the course of the fieldwork it became clear that the data fell into
these categories. In what follows, the four concepts will briefly be discussed.

21

Access to information
Information is power, so much is certain. It can entail a wide range of issues, from
knowledge of one’s rights to communication about project meetings (World Bank,
2002: 15). The media plays an important role in the dissemination of information but
it can also be misused by power-holders, this is way an independent media is vital for
a well functioning democracy (Freedom House, 2011). Recently mobile phones and
to a lesser extent internet, has broadened the possibility for people in the developing
world to have easier access to information. Scholars such as, Dietz (2011a), have
emphasized the importance of the surge of mobile phones in Africa, for it brings
people closer to each other, increases the accessibility of basic services and improves
the organisation of development projects. Nath (2001) points towards the increased
attention of the global development community towards information, exemplified in
the 2005 First Information and Communication World Forum. She also proffers that
increased attention should be paid towards the engendering of new ITC networks, in
order not to accentuate the information gap that is, already apparent between men and
women (Nath, 2001). In this policy paper information will be interpreted in the
broadest and disciplinary independent sense, namely, “characteristics of the output of
a process, these being informative about the process and the input” (Losee, 1997:
254).

Participation
Participation is, of all four empowerment enhancing issues, the most used and
promoted. Luckily we are now in the ―„post-tyranny‟ thinking about participation‖
(Cleaver, 2007: 225), implying that the limitations of participation are acknowledged
and it is no longer solely perceived as an intrinsically good thing. The empowerment
capability of participation has especially been criticised for being too simplistically
assumed. Hickey and Mohan (2005) believe that participation should be addressed
from a theoretical stance of critical modernism. Through their empirical research they
point to three core elements with regard to the transformatory capability of
participation: it must be part of a larger radical political project, aimed at securing
citizenship rights and participation for marginalised and subordinate groups and it
must engage in development as an underlying process of social change.
On a lower level, participation in programmes or evaluations can lead to increased
ownership even if these three elements are not at hand. In relation to research, it
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entails a shift from etic to emic, which in itself increases the power of local people
because knowledge creation is no longer entirely dominated by outsiders (Chambers
1994a, 1994b, 1994c).

Accountability
Based on their literature review Jacobs and Wilford (2010: 799) describe
―accountability as an attribute of a relationship between two or more actors, which
involves three elements: negotiating commitments, reporting performance, and
restitution. These elements allow one actor to influence another‟s actions”. This
influence entails an element of holding power over someone or something, so the link
with empowerment is already evident. In this paper we will focus on downward
accountability which is less easy to achieve because ―a less powerful actor (such as
an intended beneficiary) uses accountability mechanisms to influence the actions of a
more powerful actor (such as an implementing NGO)” (Jacobs and Wilford, 2010:
799). This type of accountability requires a shift in power, at least partially, as the
power-holders must consent to admit themselves to these mechanisms (Jacobs and
Wilford, 2010: 799).

The promotion of CSO’s as service providers by the international development
community is based on the assumption that they are better equipped to provide these
downward accountability mechanisms (Edwards and Hulme, 1997). In fact, according
to Jacobs and Wilford (2010: 799), it is their obligation to serve as examples of this.
However, citizen accountability towards state institutions should be seen as equally
important and this is often not the case. A state that can be held to account by its
people, is more likely to provide transparent and adequate services and increased
efforts should be put in to achieve these government - citizen ties (Menocal and
Sharma, 2009: 1).

Local organisational capacity
The last empowerment enhancing factor, according to the World Bank Sourcebook
(2002) is local organisational capacity. This can be interpreted as the possibility of
people to organise themselves in groups or cooperatives in order to have a stronger
voice in the political and socio-economic spheres (World Bank, 2002). These groups
are often imbedded in social traditions and ―are generally known for supporting
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collective action through the participation of local people” (Paul, 1989: 100). By
doing so they can ―enhance the political power of the poor” (Paul, 1989: 100).
However, in order to be truly effective in providing services to the poor, cooperation
with the state is necessary (Paul, 1989). Increasing the capacity of community based
organisations is a key concern in present development thinking as, together with
CSOs, they are portrayed as being vehicles to increase downward accountability
(Mansuri and Rao: 2004). When these local organisations become cross-community
associations there is a genuine possibility for them to become motors of social change,
as the government cannot ignore demands if they are supported by many (World
Bank, 2002).

3.3.

PADEV

3.3.1. Assessment of PADEV
Before we look at PADEV more in detail, I would like to briefly address the way in
which PADEV has taken into account the dangers put forth by the authors we have
discussed above and whether it takes into account all the important aspects of
Chambers (1994) articles on PRA.

PADEV has taken into account several of the pitfalls mentioned above. For example,
the researchers have acknowledged the fact that it is hard to incorporate the poor and
marginalised or minorities in the workshops, mainly because they are ashamed to
attend communal meetings and do not have the time to participate. The authors
suggest that if the evaluators want to focus on the poor, organising separate
workshops for them could be a solution. Involving psychologists and other specialists
could also be advisable because the poor often belong to categories were mental
illness or addiction are strife (Dietz et al., 2011: 7-8). In line with this, the researchers
admit that it is likely that the workshops are biased in ―favour of the relatively rich
and „average‟ people, and in favour of the local leaders and social organizers” (Dietz
et al., 2011: 7). However, PADEV tries to limit this bias by incorporating people,
from different socio-economic backgrounds and the researchers state that compared
with other evaluation techniques, despite the bias, a more holistic nuanced reality can
be achieved by using PADEV (Dietz et al., 2011: 7). On top of that, during the
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workshop the local elites form a separate group so that they can share their opinions,
which are very valuable, without influencing the other people (Dietz et al., 2009a).
Although PADEV does not offer solutions for the problem of limited participation
and bias towards the elites in society, they are explicit about it and this awareness is a
step in the right direction.

In a number of ways, PADEV takes into account the importance of informal
institutions and practices. For instance, times of prayer are respected, and different
religious representatives lead the prayer in turn. The workshops are also organized in
neutral settings, which preferably already have a communal function (Dietz et al.
2009). One of the core shortcomings might be the fact that the method has not really
incorporated participation in the stages after the gathering and the analyzing of
information. Chambers clearly states that local people must also be engaged in taking
action to solve certain development problems and PADEV does not address this issue
(Chambers, 1994a: 958).

It also does not really mention the issue of taking the empowerment to the next level,
beyond the heterotopian space, as Jones et al. (2001) mentioned. According to the
literature consulted PADEV is not explicitly seen as a way to reach sustainable
empowerment, but rather a means to gather and analyse in depth information
regarding the developmental history of a community. Notwithstanding this, I believe
there is a strong potential in PADEV to achieve social change and empowerment, this
will be discussed more in detail in a following chapter.

A final remark that can be made is that it is not clear how PADEV deals with the
accountability issue (Cracknell, 2000). Although the fact that the participation occurs
with the beneficiaries and to a lesser extent with practitioners could imply that this
critique is not applicable. There is no loss of independence because the ones assessing
the interventions are not the ones which implemented them but rather the recipients
and thus objectivity is higher than in cases where the participation occurs at the level
of the practitioners.

These above points are some preliminary considerations based on the literature
criticizing the intrinsic positive value granted to participation. To be able to make a
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more in depth analysis we will look at the PADEV methodology more closely in the
following section.

3.3.2. Participatory Assessment of Development
In his inaugural speech to the Leiden University and African Studies Centre, Ton
Dietz, addresses the fact that Africa is becoming a continent of hope and positive
developments. In the context of increased development scepticism in the Netherlands
and over the whole world, shedding some light on how beneficiaries themselves
experience development within their community is important and useful to enhance
our understanding of what works and what does not, and more importantly why
(Dietz, 2011a).

According to the PADEV research group, existing evaluation methods have a number
of shortcomings: The focus lays on short-term periods and impact assessments,
evaluations are almost all donor-driven, the focus lies on the input and output, the
bigger picture is neglected focusing on the evaluation of one project, programme or
policy, beneficiaries are not consulted and their opinions do not count according to the
vast majority of evaluations (PADEV, 2009). These reasons are emphasised by
Dietz’s personal experience with evaluations and impact assessments and his
frustration about the lack of interest in changes of people’s lives or the opinions of the
beneficiaries (Dietz, 2009).

These shortcomings were the incentive for the University of Amsterdam, working
together with the University for Development Studies (Ghana), Expertise pour le
Dévelopement du Sahel (Burkina Faso) and the Dutch development organisations
ICCO, Woord en Daad and Prisma, to develop an evaluation method with a upsidedown approach (PADEV, 2009 & Dietz, et al., 2009). The belief at the core of this
new method is that ―the starting point for development evaluation should be how the
recipients of development assistance experience change” and this has lead to the
establishment of the holistic and participatory approach (Dietz et al. 2009: 1 &
PADEV, 2009).
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The PADEV method is in line with the participatory rural appraisal advocated by
Chambers, discussed above (Dietz et al., 2009: 1). It can also be situated within
Practical Participatory Evaluation (PPE), a parallel stream in the U.S.A., which is a
subcategory of Participatory Evaluation that emphasizes the learning aspect and
instrumental use of the knowledge obtained. PADEV goes a step further, however,
because the beneficiaries are incorporated in the process of generating co-constructed
knowledge, and not only evaluators and practitioners (Smits and Champagne, 2008).
The goal of PADEV is to enhance our understanding of development effectiveness by
truly listening to what the beneficiaries believe to be good or bad interventions and
their experience of change in their communities over the past 30 years. Adding to this
it is believed to be of practical use for NGO’s, because PADEV ―yields extremely
valuable information for NGOs in the area: they learn about their own impact vis-àvis other actors, and in addition, they find out which types of projects have been most
effective in that particular geographic and cultural setting. This can be an important
lesson for future interventions” (PADEV, 2009: 1).

Instead of focusing on one project, PADEV tries to examine the experience of change
of the population of an area, looking at the total set of interventions, including
development interventions, and how they have played a role in causing this change.
People from the specific area assess this change and the interventions themselves,
during a three day workshop. Three types or areas are examined, areas that have
received external funding and interventions in the past and now, areas where the
interventions have stopped and areas which have not had any interventions or very
few. Up to now, the methods have been tested in nine areas in Ghana and Burkina
Faso, of approximately 20,000 and 50,000 inhabitants. The workshops are attended by
on average sixty people, of which ten to fifteen are officials of local government
departments, NGO’s or chiefs and religious leaders, the other forty to forty-five are
people from the villages of different age, sex, income level, and distance from the
administrative centre and religious affiliation (Dietz et al., 2009: 2).

Practically, the workshop takes three days and meals are provided as well as
accommodation if necessary. The first day is dedicated to getting a picture of all the
different interventions that have taken place in the area. The participants are divided
into groups of relatively old and relatively young men and relatively old and relatively
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young women (Dietz et al., 2009). Based on Bebbington’s (1999) six domains; natural
environment, physical environment, human capabilities, economic facilities, social
capabilities and cultural institutions, the subgroups are asked to discuss the changes
they have experienced and to compare their situation with those of their parents.
All the interventions are then divided into the ones with positive effects and those
with negative effects. These are then qualified by adding positive aspects to the
negative interventions and vice versa. Besides this, they are also asked to list the most
important events that occurred over the last three decades and give their perceptions
of wealth from very rich, to rich, to average, poor and very poor. To obtain some
more background information on the participants, questionnaires are filled in by them
during the three days. The idea is that people who have difficulty with this are helped
by those who can manage (Dietz et al., 2009: 2-3).

On day two, the participants are divided again, into one group consisting of all the
local officials and three to five other groups. This day is dedicated to the stocktaking
of all interventions of the past thirty years. It is interesting to see that collectively a
very detailed picture can be produced of all the interventions, because what some
people know has been forgotten by others and this triggers other memories of past
interventions, etc. (PADEV, 2009). Another advantage is that by working in
heterogeneous groups it is possible to overcome the problem of illiteracy, the oral
culture also helps illiterate people to participate and share their knowledge (Dietz,
2009). In the end a co-constructed knowledge is produced which is the basis for a
―„story of local development‟ that (…) is an amalgam of sub-stories, which together
form a locally acceptable reconstruction of the area‟s development history, including
differences of opinion and judgment” (Dietz et al. 2011: 7; Smits & Champagne,
2008).

The name of the initiative, the sector, initiating agency or agencies, financial donor or
donors, the period it was active and other details are listed3. The groups are divided by
sex and are asked to assign value to each intervention looking at their usefulness and
impact, using the following criteria: relatively new and thus too early to know the
impact, very much disliked and should never have been launched, good on paper but
3

The possible initiating agencies are government organisations, faith-based NGO’s, non-faith-based
NGO’s, private sector agencies and local private initiatives (Dietz et al. 2009: 3).
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few outputs or negligible effect, some visible or tangible output but not sustainable
and lasting positive impact (for many or few people) (Dietz et al. 2009: 3). The third
day is dedicated to, possibly the most difficult task. In the same groups as day two,
participants are asked to decide which are the five best and five worst interventions
and state which wealth category has benefitted most and least (Dietz et al., 2009: 3).

During these three days, in total nine different participatory techniques are used to
gather the information4. The research team stresses in their handbook that it is not a
prescriptive text, in line with Chambers (1994a) argument, and that people who are
interested in applying PADEV do not necessarily have to follow all guidelines and all
nine methods, but they can be used as an addition to other evaluation approaches and
adjusted to specific contexts (Dietz et al., 2011).

4

I will not discuss all methods in depth, because they can be found in the PADEV handbook but they
are; Historical profile, Changes in capitals and capabilities, Wealth categorization, List of development
efforts and their perceived usefulness and perceived impact on capabilities, Relations between trends
and interventions, Selection of best and worst projects, Historical assessment of best and worst
projects, Impact of best and worst projects on wealth classes Evaluation of judgment criteria (Dietz et
al., 2011). Most of them have been briefly discussed above and for further detail the handbook can be
consulted.
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4. Methodology and Planning
This policy paper is based on two pillars as mentioned in the introduction, a
theoretical literature review and fieldwork conducted in the East-Mamprusi district,
Northern Region, Ghana. The input for both is a constructivist epistemology that
acknowledges the volatility of truth and reality and emphasises the importance of
perception and the existence of ―battlefields of knowledge‖ (Long, 2001; Schwandt,
1994). This implies that the research is qualitative in nature, both deductive, because
the core of the framework used during the fieldwork is based on academic articles,
and inductive because during the fieldwork the framework was adjusted in line with
certain things that came up (Dewalt and Dewalt, 2002).

4.1.

Literature review

The literature consulted was influenced by the materials that we have seen throughout
some of the courses at the IOB, especially Participatory Research Methods and the
module Evaluating Development Effectiveness. Furthermore, a number of academic
search tools (Web of Knowledge and Ebsco Host Elite) using the search terms:
―development

effectiveness‖,

―participatory

evaluation‖

and

―downward

accountability‖ and ―empowerment‖ where used to gather additional information. All
the information on the PADEV method itself was taken from their website, the
website of the African Studies Centre, The Broker and email correspondence between
Professor Ton Dietz and me and interviews with other PADEV research team
members and participants.

4.2.

Fieldwork

The majority of the policy paper is, however, based on data that was collected during
fieldwork in East-Mamprusi and Tamale, Ghana, from 8 June to 19 July, 2011. The
fieldwork can also be divided into two pillars, one that focuses on the utilisation of the
PADEV 2008 evaluation findings by the key actors in the education and health sector,
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and a second one that focuses on the empowerment capacity of the PADEV
methodology.

4.2.1. Utilisation

For the first pillar semi-structured or qualitative interviews were conducted with, in
total 10 agencies (Mason, 2002). These are all the agencies in the health and
education sector that were mentioned in the PADEV reports and were still operating
within the district5. In addition to this interviews were conducted with two chiefs that
were engaged in the PADEV workshop. As community custodians, they are part of
the broader development of their community and so it was interesting to understand to
what extent they found the method useful. Key stakeholders in the PADEV research
process were also interviewed, such as PAS-L, the director of the development office
of the Presbyterian Church, the PADEV research leader for Ghana and ACDEP, a
major development player in the region behind the scene. Last but not least CARE
international was interviewed because they were also present during the 2008
workshop and is engaged in a long term development programme that aims to help
communities with the creation of Community Action Plans (CAP’s) 6.

These interviews were qualitative and so no fixed questionnaires were created,
however, as Mason (2002) notes, every research has some form or structure and so the
interviews were based on three articles that have been discussed previously in this
policy paper7. In addition to this theoretical foundation I also worked inductively and
added questions as the fieldwork advanced, as new items and themes came up that I
wished to understand more in-depth, for instance the lack of sustainability of projects
is something that I picked up and tried to grasp better throughout the research (HesseBiber and Leavy, 2004). Almost all interviews were conducted at the offices of the
5

I narrowed the number of agencies by focusing on health and education because these are together

with agriculture the most important sectors in the opinion of the PADEV workshop participants. A
former University of Amsterdam master student already conducted an in-depth study on
environmental and agricultural issues, so I decided to focus on the two remaining sectors of great
importance to aid beneficiaries.
6
7

See appendices table 3: Agencies/Actors interviewed.
See appendices table 2: Interview questions agencies.
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agencies themselves, except for one which was conducted in the respondent’s home,
as I stayed with her for a few days, and with the CARE International employee, which
took place in front of his shop in Tamale. In retrospect the interviews were all open
and quite informal, characteristics of semi-structured interviews according to Mason
(2002). People were happy to talk to me and most of them agreed to be recorded,
although two declined.

4.2.2. Empowerment capability

To gain insight in the empowerment capacity of the PADEV methodology, the second
pillar of the research, I held 5 focus group discussions in 4 communities, 2 where
there have been follow-up workshops and 2 where there were no follow-ups.8 Focus
groups can be defined as ―a research technique that collects data through group
interaction on a topic determined by the researcher” (Morgan, 2004: 263).

For sampling of the communities I decided to choose one community out of each area
that was used during the PADEV workshop: Central, North-East, North-West and
South. I also wanted to have two communities that had a follow-up workshop and two
that did not. I then looked at which communities were easily accessible with the help
of one of the PAS-L staff. Eventually Langbinsi was chosen as Central community
without follow-up, Samini for North-West without follow-up, Wundua for South with
follow-up and Gbangu for North-East with follow-up. This type of sampling can be
termed purposive sampling ―as the purpose of the study determines the characteristics
of the respondents” (slide 7, in Benedictis and Smets, Oktober 2010).

The participants for the two focus groups in the non-follow up communities were
chosen on the basis of the participant list of the 2008 PADEV workshop. For Samini,
the three participants were present but during the discussion, which took place under a
tree in the village, around 6 additional people joined. For Langbinsi, only three people
participated although 10 were supposed to come, but because of the work on their
farms they were not able to join. I did however interview the chief of Langbinsi and a
headmaster separately, both were also present during the 2008 workshop.
8

See appendices table 4: Overview of community focus group discussions
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In the case of the follow-up communities I asked, through PAS-L, a community based
extension agent to gather approximately 10 women and 10 men that took part in the
follow-up workshops in 2009 and 2010. The intention was to have two focus group
discussions in each of these communities, one with men and one with women. In
Wundua this was possible and so two discussions were held. In Gbangu, however,
there was a misunderstanding with my translator and the local co-organiser, and so the
discussion was held with men and women together. I did take note of what was said
by women and what was said by men, and in the end there did not seem to be any real
difference between the separate groups and combined group, but nevertheless this did
affect the consistency of the data. The turnout in the case of Wundua was huge, in
total 56 women showed up and 19 men. The reason for this was that I visited Wundua
prior to the actual focus group discussions and chose the date for the discussions
together with the CBEA on the basis of the availability of the people. As Friday is a
day of prayer and rest in the Islamic community, a Friday afternoon was chosen as
best possible time to hold the focus group discussions. In Gbangu, such prior meeting
was not possible and after having rescheduled the focus-group twice, I had no choice
but to hold the meeting without any in-depth preparations, so after having arrived at
the village and explaining my purpose with the chief it turned out that despite
previous notice many participants were already in their fields and that neither the
women nor the men were able to make time available in the afternoon, so both had to
be present during one discussion. In the end about 7 women and 7 men attended the
focus group discussion.

During these focus-group discussions, I used a translator in each community. This
translator was someone who spoke both English and Mamprulli and volunteered to
help or was appointed by the community members. I tried to avoid having a translator
of PAS-L as I feared this would influence the data too much. During one discussion I
had no choice and Belinda from PAS-L helped me with the translation. Using
translators is a very difficult and frustrating endeavour, as you always miss out on the
small nuances during group-discussions. As I used local translators, appointed on the
spot, there was little time for us to discuss the purpose and goals of my research indepth and this sometimes led to misinterpretations.
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Only during the Wundua group discussions did the translation go very well, because
the translator was very well educated and had relevant experience as he had already
helped out many NGO’s in his community. I also met him beforehand, during my first
visit to the community, so our relationship was better and so it was easier to
communicate what I wanted to do or not to do. In the other cases, I was bit more timid
because I did not know the translator prior to the focus group discussions. In the end, I
believe I was able to capture a lot of interesting perceptions, but in retrospect it would
have been better to have stayed within the communities for a longer period of time to
really gain the trust and understanding of the community members. It would have also
been better to have worked with one translator that accompanied me to all
communities, so the bias could be traced to one person and this person would have a
better insight in the research objectives, however because of logistical and financial
constraints this was not possible for this research.

4.3.

Research Setting

In this section the area in which the fieldwork took place will be discussed as will the
characteristics of the two sectors that were focused on, health and education in EastMamprusi9. The fieldwork took place in East-Mamprusi district in Northern Region of
Ghana and Tamale10. This was for practical and methodological concerns. PADEV
has been applied both in Ghana and Burkina Faso and as my English is better than my
French, I chose to do the research in Ghana. The specific district, East-Mamprusi, was
chosen because, the first PADEV workshop took place in Langbinsi and because there
were good relations with the local CBO, PAS-L (Presbyterian Agric StationLangbinsi). In addition, three students conducted four follow-up workshops from
2008 to 2010 in the same district so many people are acquainted with the PADEV
research and this gave me the opportunity to compare follow-up communities with
communities were no follow-ups were organised11 (Dietz et al., 2009; Kazimierczuk,
2009 & 2010; Audet-Bélanger, 2010; Lahai, 2009).

9

See appendices maps 1, 2 and 3: Ghana, Northern Region and East-Mamprusi district(respectively)
See appendices map 3: East-Mamprusi district
11
See appendices. table 5: Follow-up research
10
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The fact that the PADEV workshops were organized in the three northern provinces
of Ghana, Upper- East, Upper-West and the Northern Region, is not without reason,
as they are the poorest parts of the country. These regions have been characterized by
a lack of government support and so NGO’s and more specifically CBO’s have filled
in this gap (Mohan, 2002). A beneficiary centred evaluation of these interventions is
thus useful and has proven that indeed the region is prone to interventions as over 200
were cited (PADEV 2008 workshop lists).
The origins of the regions underdevelopment lie in colonial times, when the North
was deliberately deprived from basic services as education because the colonial rulers
used the region as a labour reservoir for the economic activities in the South (Mohan,
2002). For instance the first schools in the Northern region were only put into place
after independence, when Kwame Nkrumah obliged every family to send at least one
child to school (2011 int.). However, compared to the South the North still has to
catch up on 50 years of underdevelopment, increased by the negative effects brought
forth by the SAP’s during the 80’s from which the North suffered the most (Mohan,
2002; an international NGO staff member, 2011 int.).

East-Mamprusi is one of twenty districts of the Northern Region and has its capital in
Gambaga. According to the 2000 census, approximately 181 000 people live in EastMamprusi of which, 51 % are women and 49% are men. The main ethnic group is
Mamprusi, who speak Mamprulli and the majority of the people are Muslims,
although there are also Christians and traditional believers12. The illiteracy rate is very
high in the district (approximately 10 % is literate), and even higher amongst women
as girls drop out almost twice as much as boys (East Mamprusi District Assembly,
2006a). The gross primary school enrolment rate is around 69%, but the teacher pupil
ratio is on average 51: 1 (East Mamprusi District Assembly, 2006c). In some schools I
visited the ratio is even more than 100 to 1, which leads the ―classes to be crowds
rather than classes”, as mentioned by one of the focus group participants (2011
community FGD). The district has one hospital in Nalerigu, which is owned by the
Baptist church, seven health centres, one of which is the Presbyterian Clinic in
Langbinsi, and four health posts. Only 7000 people in the district are currently part of

12

Out of the four communities I visited, two were predominately Muslim (Langbinsi and Wundua),
one Christian (Gbangu) and one mainly traditional believers (Samini) (2011 field-notes).
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the NHI scheme, therefore many people do not benefit from free medical treatment 13
(East Mamprusi District Assembly, 2006b).

4.4.

Position as a researcher

Personally, I found it challenging in the beginning to be a young, white researcher.
Not because people did not cooperate or because they looked down up on me, rather
the opposite, people expected a lot of me and I sometimes feared that I could not live
up to their expectations. Community members also asked me for all kinds of help
which I could not provide, although I made it clear from the start that the research was
strictly for school purposes and no benefits would be attached. This together with the
fact that there are so many things that can potentially bias your data, were the most
frustrating issues I encountered during the fieldwork. It seems that social research is a
constant struggle between two bad options and perfect ways to achieve perfect results
never seem to be at hand. For instance, I tried to diminish the presence of PAS-L
during the community visits, by choosing for local translators, but this caused the
translation to be of poorer quality as PAS-L employees have a more thorough
understanding of English. I also noticed the fact that people, in Ghana, during the
course of my fieldwork, are almost never, negative and sometimes I had the
impression that they said what they thought I wanted to hear. I tried as much as
possible to decrease these biases by triangulating and asking the same questions in
multiple ways. In the end, I learned a lot concerning the challenges of social research
and personally believe that more time is necessary to be able to conduct in-depth
research, because as mentioned by focus group participants, trust is essential in order
to achieve genuine answers. I was lucky to be able to thrive on the trust, that previous
PADEV researcher established, but establishing my own rapport would have been
better.

I would like to note that during the fieldwork I conducted, I experienced the limits of
participation at first hand, although I tried to engage everyone in the discussions, in
13

According to my observation during the fieldwork I believe the number of people inscribed in the
NHI scheme has increased as it dates from 2006. At least almost everybody I met was inscribed in the
NHI scheme, only the very poor cannot afford to pay the 15 Ghana cedi a year (a member of a
government institution, 2011 int.; 2011 community FGD).

36

every focus group there were about three people that always took the lead. Although
the others seemed to listen and thus were engaged in a more passive sense it was hard
to overcome this, apparent natural, characteristic of people to listen or to talk. Another
issue that influenced the discussions in my case is the language barrier, as I do not
speak the local language, Mamprulli, I worked with translators in every community,
which sometimes went very well but sometimes did not. However, I believe I have
been able to capture the general picture of the issues I was researching despite these
setbacks. So even though I have some concerns with participation during the PADEV
workshop, I know that perfect participation, free of all influencing factors and
completely representative is almost an impossible goal to achieve.

4.5.

Planning

Although I stayed in Ghana for 6 weeks, 4 weeks were actually dedicated to the actual
fieldwork. The first week I needed to travel to the North from Accra and was used for
preparations, making the necessary contacts and settling in. The last week was used to
travel back South and transcribing the interviews that I was not able to transcribe in
the previous weeks. The four remaining weeks were thus used to conduct interviews
and

14

hold

the

focus

groups

discussions

in

the

four

communities14.

See appendices table 1: Research planning
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5. Analysis
In this chapter we will analyse the data gathered during the fieldwork in EastMamprusi and Tamale, Northern Ghana, based on the theoretical framework that was
developed above. We will first look at the issue of utilisation and then move on the
empowerment capability.

5.1.

Utilisation of PADEV findings

In this section the utilisation of PADEV findings will be addressed. Following the
theoretical framework, we will focus on three issues: The level of participation by
stakeholders in the health and education sector in the PADEV evaluation process in
2008 (Smits and Champagne, 2008); The characteristics of stakeholder participants
with regard to PE and commitment to the process (Smits and Champagne, 2008;
Preskill et al., 2003) and the level of process influence on stakeholders that
participated (Henry and Mark, 2003). Then we will look at the dissemination of the
findings and the effect of non-participation on the intention to utilise the findings.

5.1.1. Level of stakeholder participation

Of all actors in the health and education sector that were mentioned in the PADEV
reports and were interviewed, only 4 were invited to attend the 2008 workshop. Two
of them were representatives of government institutions, GHS and GES and two were
representatives of non-governmental organisations, the Presbyterian Clinic in
Langbinsi and PAMBE-Ghana, that at that time just started operating (PADEV
workshop participants list, 2008; 2011 field-notes). This means that many others were
not part of the workshop. The ones that were invited received a letter of invitation
from PAS-L to attend the workshop and were thus not engaged in the design and
preparation phase of the workshop, nor throughout the entire process. This, following
Preskill et al. (2003), is of importance because participation throughout the entire
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process increases the sense of ownership and commitment and as a result the level of
utilisation.

During interviews with different agencies it became clear that many of them were
asked to participate because they were acquainted with PAS-L staff or worked with
the CBO, this lead to some important actors being left out (members of international
NGO’s and government institutions, 2011 int.). Instead of this ad hoc selection of
agencies, a preliminary study should be carried out, to map all relevant actors and
agencies. These should then all be invited to participate and, as some agencies
suggested, asked if there are specific people they think should be present during the
workshop in order to gain information that is useful for all actors (members of
international NGO’s, 2011 int.). The Langbinsi 2008 workshop was especially useful
for PAS-L as they were engaged in the participant selection process, so the agencies
and beneficiaries that were important for them were present, but if PADEV wants to
up hold its holistic nature, the participants should be selected on the basis of a
comprehensive understanding of what all agencies find interesting.

5.1.2. Stakeholder characteristics

In this section we will look at some stakeholder characteristics that, according to
Smits and Champagne (2008) and Preskill et al. (2003), should increase evaluation
utilisation. One important aspect is the level of commitment to the evaluation process.
This of course only holds for the stakeholders that participated in the 2008 workshop
(Smits and Champagne, 2008). Of the stakeholder participants interviewed, most said
they were fully committed throughout the whole process or fully committed during
certain parts of it, namely the implementation phase (2011, int.).

Indirectly, commitment could also be measured on the basis of the level of evaluation
use. If we take this aspect into account, the commitment was not as high as was stated
by the respondents, because none of the stakeholder participants really used the
PADEV findings within their programmes or organisations. As will be alluded to
below, the experience was more of a personal kind and collective, organisational use
of the findings did not occur (2011 int.; Henry and Mark, 2003).
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Another characteristic is the acquaintance with participatory methods during
evaluations (Smits and Champagne, 2008). Most agencies said to use participatory
methods during evaluations, some going further than others. When I explained the
PADEV methodology, most of them could follow the explanation, although I more
often than not had to explain it twice before they fully grasped the concept. From the
interviews, it became clear that the international NGO’s had more experience with
participatory methods and accentuated the necessity of mixed approaches to
evaluations that combine quantitative and qualitative data than government
institutions, who often mentioned the lack of funds for thorough participatory
approaches (members of international NGO’s and members of government
institutions, 2011 int.).

A third issue is the importance given by the stakeholders to evaluation use and
learning (Smits and Champagne, 2008). As expected, all interviewees acknowledged
that both were a very, or even the most, important aspect of the evaluation process. As
it leads to improved project designs, some said:
―We are open to criticism by external evaluators because we can learn from
their constructive comments” (a member of an international NGO, 2011 int.). Another
stakeholder mentioned:
―If we do not acknowledge the importance of these things we are only fooling
ourselves” (a member of a local Christian umbrella organisation, 2011 int.).

On the other hand, it seems that in practice these issues were sometimes neglected.
During one interview with an NGO, for example, we discussed a community-based
school feeding project, which had phased out in East-Mamprusi, two years ago. They
were very set back to find out from me that the project no longer operates on
community basis, despite their efforts to make it sustainable. The fact that they were
amazed stipulates that the organisation did not conduct an ex-post evaluation and
indeed this was not done, as they stated, they only do evaluation immediately after the
projects phase out (members of an international NGO, 2011 int.). Sadly, as Dietz
(2011a) and many others have pointed out, this is not an exemption, but rather the rule
in present evaluation practices.
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The lack of ex-post evaluation, witnessed in the organisations that were interviewed,
is contrary to their dedication to evaluation learning and use. If one really wants to
learn whether a project that is designed to be sustainable actually is, it is vital to do a
genuine ex-post evaluation after a few years. Due to the historical dimension, the
PADEV approach is suited for such a task and explicitly aims to tackle it (Dietz et al.,
2011).

What also increases the utilisation of evaluation findings is the stakeholder’s
knowledge of the field (Smits and Champagne, 2008). Again all stakeholders
interviewed claimed to have excellent knowledge about every issue discussed during
the 2008 PADEV workshop, or about some issues. This is probably relatively truthful
as all interviewees are Ghanaians and have been working in their fields (education or
health) for several years. However, as with all other answers, there is always a chance
of them being biased by reactivity, which is caused by the influence of the researcher
on the respondents’ answers and in easier terms implies that people tend to say what
they think the researcher wants to hear (Maxwell, 2005: 108). In accordance with
Maxwell (2005: 108), this cannot be entirely eliminated but one must be honest and
aware of this process.

5.1.3. Level of process influence

In this section we will look at the level of process influence that the stakeholders, who
participated, experienced15 (Henry and Mark, 2003; Preskill et al. 2003).
The stakeholders that were present all said they learned a lot from the workshop.
PAS-L members learned about participatory evaluation methods and where they stood
in the communities, that they actually have achieved a lot over the years and who the
other partners are on the ground. In addition, they held a meeting after the workshop
to go over the findings and decide up on the way forward. In relation to behaviour
change, they changed the way of operating, by first looking at what has already been
achieved, instead of starting to plan new projects without knowledge of previous
achievements (members of a local CBO, 2011 int.). One stakeholder mentioned:
15

This section does not only relate to education and health stakeholders but also to key PADEV
stakeholders such as PAS-L and CARE International, which was present and plays an important role in
the creation of CAP’s.
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―We learned where problems came from. For example we talked about food
security, many things were said and then we learned that the soils are poor”. In
addition, he stated that he now sits down to think about things and some of the
knowledge that was learned about “how it used to be”, is even used during history
lessons in his school (a headmaster of a government school, 2011 int.) Not only did
participants learn about the development issues in the area but they also acquired
skills on the participatory approach (members of a local CBO, a headmaster of a
government school and a member of an international NGO, 2011 int.).

However, this influence mainly occurs on an individual level, sometimes
interpersonal level but almost never at the collective level. Interviewees mentioned
things they learned and sometimes stated that they shared it with some colleagues or
relatives, but in none of the cases, expect PAS-L, did the organisation learn from or
made use of the evaluation findings. Participants also mentioned that they did not take
part as representatives of their organisations but rather on a personal basis. The
information was not shared collectively with the intention to learn from it as an
organisation. One interviewee mentioned that if there would have been a report this
would have been done in his case (a member of an international NGO, 2011 int.). In
some cases the employee that represented the organisation was no longer employed
there and the management had no idea about the workshop, although they were
already present at that time. This could be an indication of the fact that after the
workshop information was indeed not shared collectively within the organisation
(2011, int.).

5.1.4. Facilitation and type of discussions

Smits and Champagne (2008) and Preskill et al. (2003) have pointed towards the
importance of good facilitation during PE, noting the openness of discussions and the
level of analysis that occurs during the evaluation workshop.

The PADEV workshops were facilitated by external people and were, according to the
interviewees, satisfactory. All interviewees that took part in the 2008 workshop

42

mentioned that the discussions were open. The following quotes depict the general
opinion on the type of discussion and facilitation:
“Farmers are very vocal and outstanding. They spoke extensively and
especially the women, also because the facilitation was very good and open and quite
frank. There was no hidden agenda and it wasn‟t a fact finding process but a learning
process for us” (a member of an international NGO, 2011 int.).
“The discussions were very in-depth it really gave us an insight for us to think
even after the workshop I thought about the things. The facilitators were good
because they lead us to think and it wasn‟t like a lecture. And everybody had the
chance to talk and no matter what you said it was considered as a point” (a
headmaster of a government school, 2011 int.).

The fact that facilitation was of good quality, can indeed be expected because the
facilitators of the 2008 workshop were all trained professionals with a background in
participatory approaches (2011 field-notes). The openness that was experienced
during the workshops could also be due to the division of the groups, which meant
that people of similar socio-economic status could sit together and discuss (Dietz et
al., 2011). The set up of the workshop means that the data is not only gathered but
also analysed. This analysis leads towards a comprehensive ―story of development”
and can be defined as the co-constructed knowledge, of Smits and Champagne’s
(2008) framework (Dietz et al., 2011).

5.1.5. Dissemination and effect of non-participation

The most disappointing aspect of the PADEV 2008 workshop is the lack of feedback
and the non-participatory character of the reporting process. In general PADEV is
only participatory during certain phases of the evaluation process. The engagement of
stakeholders and beneficiaries only occurs during the implementation phase and
knowledge co-construction phase. The only actor that is engaged during other phases,
more specifically the preparation, is PAS-L; they are also the only ones that received a
report after the workshop (2011 field-notes; 2011 int.).
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The follow-up workshops have performed better in this aspect because they provided
the respective community chiefs with a report of the findings and in the two follow-up
communities that were visited during the fieldwork. These reports were either already
used as an input for CAP’s or the intention to do so was expressed (2011 community
FGD; a community chief, 2011 int.). It must be noted that given reports in a context of
rural communities, where only approximately 10% of the population is literate and an
imbedded oral tradition exists, is often not enough to establish genuine use (East
Mamprusi District Assembly, 2006a; Goody, 1987). This was also mentioned by
focus-group participants that said that a report would not be so useful as they cannot
read and that if it was available they rather have PAS-L receive it as they would be
better equipped to make use of it (2011 community FGD).

However, taking into account these limitations, the use of the findings by the
community, in relation to CAP’s could increase when a report is given to the
community. In contrast, the potential use by development actors decreases during the
community level follow-up workshops, because no stakeholders were involved at any
time of the process (Smits and Champagne, 2008).

In relation to the effect of non-participation on evaluation use, it is clear that many
actors that were not engaged in the process are a little sceptical towards its outcomes
(2011, int.). For one, they are not sure where the findings come from and they
especially have questions about the selectivity of the participants that were present. As
the stakeholders were not engaged in the preparation; they had no influence on who
participated in the workshop and this has been mentioned by some agencies as
limiting the representative nature of the findings (members of international NGO’s,
2011 int.).

Apart from these concerns, other stakeholders that were not part of the workshop were
very interested in the findings that were presented to them, during the fieldwork. They
were glad to have a beneficiary point of view on their programmes, which especially
in the government institutions, is often lacking because of insufficient funds
(members of government institutions, 2011 int.). Some asked if they could see the
report and the findings that were brought together for this research, and they were
given to them then. It is of course, questionable whether they will actually look into
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them and use the information (members of government institutions, 2011 int.; member
a clinic, 2011 int.). The fact that none of the interviewees made notes of the issues that
were discussed during the interview, hints that their intention to use the findings is
more a form of politeness then a genuine willingness to do so (2011 field-notes). This
of course is not surprising as many articles have shown that participation in the
evaluation process is vital for evaluation utilisation (Preskill et al., 2003; Henry and
Mark, 2003; Smits and Champagne, 2008; Cousins and Earl, 1992).

5.2.

“Empowerment” capability of PADEV method

In this section the data, mainly from the five focus-group discussions, will be analysed
by adopting a framework, based on the elements brought forth by the focus group
participants themselves and , the World Bank 2002 Empowerment Sourcebook, which
uses four categories that are vital for empowerment: access to information,
participation, accountability and organisational capacity.

5.2.1. Access to information

Information is power. If people are informed they can more easily hold people
accountable and pressure people to provide them with the things they have the right to
(World Bank, 2002: 13).

Story of development
In relation to PADEV, ―information‖ is not of the political kind, for instance the rights
of citizens or laws, rather, it is the community’s own history that is created and
shared. This information has proven to be very valuable from the perspective of the
participants. By creating their own ―story of development‖ people gain insights into
their own development, how things used to be, what has changed for better or worse,
which actors have contributed to the developments and who benefitted (Dietz et al.,
2011).
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In all four communities the respondents mentioned how valuable this recollection of
the past was for them. When asked how they experienced the workshop they started
by reciting all the things they remembered about how it used to be, how women used
to get water from far away, how the children of the chiefs were the only ones that
went to school, how certain places and things were believed to hold evil spirits (2011
community FGD). When asked why this historical information was important one
respondent answered:
―Some of us who are young also got to learn about those days, when we
weren‟t born yet. This is important because it makes it possible to make comparison
with the present. The behaviour of human beings has changed and the modern
civilization has brought change‖ (a headmaster of a government school, 2011 int.)
Another said about the insight in their own history “it brought us to our senses” (a
teacher and DA member, 2011 int.).

This type of information does not directly lead to empowerment but it is of
importance to plan future initiatives. Looking at what already is there, and discovering
pathways of change, which can be built upon, are possible using the PADEV
methodology and in addition, ―the story of development‖ unites a community to a
certain extent with its own history (Dietz et al., 2011; 2011 field-notes). In order to
become a genuine input for empowerment the communities should have ownership of
this interesting dataset and should be given the capacity to use it.

Practical knowledge
Next to the historical information gathered and gained through the workshop many
participants mentioned new things they learned by taking part. For example the chief
of Langbinsi (2011 int.) mentioned:
―During the discussion advice was given and I learned a lot. Especially tree
planting, because one of the other participants explained he had stopped planting
crops and started to plant trees to provide in the livelihood of his family for food and
income and firewood”. Another respondent mentioned:
―We learned about farming and how to yield more on 3 acres than on 10
acres. And that you have to take care of the livestock and don‟t beat it” (2011
community FGD).

During a female focus-group discussion the following was

mentioned:
46

“We learned socializing with each other and we formed social groups and
help each other when we are in need. We learned soap-making, because some of the
participants were involved in this project and thought us how it worked. And that
adult health is important and we meet and do check-ups‖ (2011 community FGD).
Women in another community stated:
―They came and they left but as of now we are more socialized, in the
community and with other whites, we can now gather like this” (2011 community
FGD).
It is however, unlikely that these things are a direct result of the PADEV workshop,
which does not intend to teach people new agricultural techniques or form social
groups (PADEV, 2009). Further investigation was done to grasp the process and it
emerged that in fact, listing all the projects as occurred during PADEV workshop, was
an incentive for participants to acquire more information in certain issues. For many
of the agricultural practices they claimed to have learned during the PADEV
workshop, in reality, they heard of these techniques through people that were engaged
in such projects during the workshop and afterwards asked additional information
from peers or PAS-L members (2011 field-notes; 2011 community FGD).

Empowering information?
If we look at the different things they learned some items can be linked to the
empowerment characteristics mentioned by the participants and cited in the
theoretical framework. For instance ―empowerment comes with unity‖; in all focusgroups discussions a renowned interest in creating organisations was mentioned, for
instance business organisations, health check-up groups, etc16 (2011 community
FGD). Another example is ―giving the people the opportunity to perform an activity‖.
As a result of sharing the different development interventions people were introduced
to new ways of farming, for instance composting was often mentioned as something
that was picked up during the workshop and then further asked into by the participants
(2011 community FGD).

16

It would have been interesting to triangulate these claims, by actually visiting these new
organisations and gaining more information in their creation, but time limitations made this
impossible.
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PADEV does not directly increase the access to ―empowering‖ information but seems
to have played a role as an incentive for participants to find this information.
According to the focus-group respondents it did also seem to have increased the unity
within the community, as one respondent said:
―We now sit down and discuss things, men and women together” (2011
community FGD). The act of sharing information and discussing significant
community changes has seemed to have an effect on social processes within the
community, although further research is necessary to validate this claim.

5.2.2. Participation

This brings us to the following characteristic that, according to the World Bank
indicators (2002), increases the potential of empowerment, participation. Participation
is, like empowerment, a buzzword in current development thinking (Chambers,
1994c). As discussed in the literature review, it is not as straightforward as it seems.
One must take into account power-structures, local social rules excluding certain
people, the participatory mechanism that already exist within a community and the
fact that being present during the workshop is not equal to genuine participation that
entails active involvement in the discussions (Mosse, 2001; Jones, 2001; Cleaver,
2001).

Participation is said to lead to empowerment because it gives the people an
opportunity to voice their opinions and, in the case of PADEV it gives the
beneficiaries themselves the possibility to share which interventions they believe
work and do not work in their community and why (World Bank, 2002; Dietz et al.,
2011). The question arises, however, who is actually participating in the interventions
and under which circumstances, in other words can people really voice what they
think or are their factors influencing their responses?

Participant selection and representation
In the case of the PADEV 2008 workshop it is fair to say that the elite and
middleclass people formed the majority of the group (PADEV 2008 workshop
participant list; Dietz et al., 2011). This has been acknowledged by the PADEV
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research team themselves; in the PADEV handbook it is also stated that in order to
engage the poor, separate workshops must be organized that explicitly aim to capture
their perceptions (Dietz et al., 2011). Kaziermzcuk (2010) has conducted a workshop
in Gbangu that genuinely achieved capturing the poor’s perception on aid.

Participant selection is always carried out local partner organisations, in the case of
the Langbinsi 2008 workshop it was done by PAS-L (2011 int.). They stated:
―Key stakeholders were invited and the farmers PAS-L worked with. Chiefs
and their elders and also some farmers we do not work with, to see if there is any
unintended impact on them, indirectly through the other farmers. Some other agencies
were invited (DA, MOFA, PARED, Religious leaders, GES, non-formal teachers and
teachers). But they were in separate groups. There were farmer groups and groups of
chiefs and groups of others” (members of a local CBO, 2011 int.). Although working
with a local partner organisation makes it easier to contact people and they have a
better insight in who should participate, PAS-L also influenced the selection and
specifically chose people that were of interest for them, such as farmers they already
had worked with, or NGO’s representatives which they knew personally or worked
together with, leaving other NGO’s unrepresented. In theory this is not necessary a
bad thing, if the evaluation had as aim to map the effect of PAS-L interventions and
those of their key partners but this, so I have been told by different PADEV actors,
was not the aim of the evaluation (2011, int.). In theory it is a holistic approach that
captures the efforts of multiple development actors and so maybe the different actors
must be involved in the participant selection as two international NGO representatives
stated:
“We could have helped with the selection, for instance members of PTA
committees should have been invited”, this would have provided better information on
the impact on one of their projects (a member of an international NGO, 2011 int.) 17.
17

Apart from the participants of the PADEV workshop I also asked the focus group members whether

they thought if all people were participating and benefitting from the interventions in general, to my
surprise all groups except one said that the poor were also benefitting from the interventions, this is
surprising because in all 5 PADEV workshop reports that I looked into too, the poor and the very poor
are only benefitting minimally from the projects (2011 community FGD; Lahai, 2009; Kaziermczuk,
2009 & 2010; Audet-Bélanger, 2010; Zaal et al., 2008).
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Type of discussions
In relation to the nature of participation it seems the PADEV methodology does create
an open atmosphere in which people feel free to share and discuss different issues
(2011 community FGD). It was mentioned by several participants that over the course
of the three days the atmosphere became more open (2011 int.; 2011 community
FGD). In the previous section we have already addressed the opinion of stakeholders
on the type of discussions, so in this section we will address the issue from the
beneficiary point of view. In the community focus group discussions participants also
agreed that the discussions were open, although they had a less enthusiastic response,
mostly stating: ―the discussions were open” (2011 community FGD’s). The fact that
the beneficiaries had a less outspoken opinion on the issue could be caused by their
relative inexperience with such workshops, making a comparison more difficult to
draw. Working in peer groups and the facilitation, for which the consensus states that
is was good, did however, definitely create an open atmosphere (Dietz et al., 2011;
2011 int.; 2011 community FGD).

Bias
Participation can be hampered by the fact that the organisers of the workshop
influence the opinions of the participants (Mosse, 2001).In this case the main concern
would be that the presence of PAS-L employers would influence the responses of the
participants. One thing that is apparent from the reports is that PAS-L is often
mentioned and the necessity of their presence for the livelihoods of the farmers is
accentuated, by the farmers but also by other ―elite‖ members (2011 community FGD;
Lahai, 2009; Kaziermczuk, 2009 & 2010; Audet-Bélanger, 2010; Zaal et al., 2008).
This can either mean that PAS-L is indeed indispensable or that people were
overenthusiastic because of the presence of PAS-L employers during the workshop.
One of the PADEV research team members stated that the presence of PAS-L had a
minimal effect because
―They didn‟t sit in and if they did they weren‟t allowed to speak and because
the participants were also government officials it is hard to imagine that PAS-L staff
members would influence their opinions” (a local PADEV team member, 2011 int.).
However, according to other sources PAS-L staff did actively take part in the
workshop as translators (members of local CBO, 2011 int.; 2011 community FGD).
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Whether or not the presence of PAS-L staff influenced the evaluation findings or not,
it was quite clear that the organisation is an important player in the development of
the district, as they have a long-lasting relationship with the communities and have
build up a genuine rapport, which is often lacking in other short term programmes
(2011 field-notes) In addition, as this research and PADEV is grounded in qualitative
constructivist epistemology, the truth is never straightforward. The aim is thus not to
look for facts but to gain an insight in a certain issue in order to try and grasp the
underlying factors, whilst being aware of the biases instead of waging a futile fight
against them (Maxwell, 2002).

To conclude, one can say that the PADEV methodology does give people the
opportunity to voice their perception on development within their community. The
participants all acknowledged the openness of the discussions and the fact that
everyone was free and equally equipped to speak (2011 int..; 2011 community
FGD’s). As different techniques, based on PRA, are used throughout the workshops
even illiterate or poorly educated people are able to participate and share their
opinions, and the division in peer groups enhances this openness (Dietz et al., 2011).
The problem in the case of PADEV is not the nature of participation during the
workshop but the fact that many are excluded from participating. The poor were
absent in the initial exercise as were some key agencies (PADEV 2008 workshop
participant list; 2011 int.). In relation to what two NGO officials mentioned, I believe,
for utilisation’s sake, it would have been interesting to ask the key agencies if there
were specific population groups or people they would like to see participate (2011
int.). With regards to the poor, Kazimierczuk’s (2010) study has shown that in reality
it is not that useful to engage the very poor in the workshops because they often have
not been reached by development interventions in the first place, so they are not able
to assess them. The problem thus lies with the invisibility of the poor and the
difficulties of NGO’s and the government to reach them (Kazimierczuk, 2010).

5.2.3. Accountability

Participation is important but what is of even more importance is the ability of people
to use their voice to hold power-holders accountable. Having a voice but not being
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heard cannot be understood as genuine empowerment (World Bank, 2002). So the
question arises, does PADEV create the ability for local people to hold the service
providers to account? We will only look at the so called social, citizen or downward
accountability. As in: does the evaluation approach give the participants the
opportunity to make decisions about future interventions and hold actors, nongovernmental or governmental, to account for present projects (Jacobs and Wilford:
2010: 799).

Knowledge of injustice: a first step
One item that can severely hamper citizen accountability is corruption and one that
can strengthen it is information (World Bank, 2002). During the community
workshops the corruption within the education sector was mentioned once or twice,
especially with regards to the appointment of people teachers, one participant said:
“It is a political issue, if you have affiliations you can get a teacher job more
easily” (2011 community FGD). During an informal discussion with a would be
teacher it became clear that the appointment of people teachers is not without
corruption, as he stated that he had to pay 70 Ghana Cedi just to be able to fill in the
application form, something that is normally free of charge (2011 informal int.). It
speaks for itself that if you have connections this ―fee‖ is not asked. These issues were
also discussed during the PADEV workshops and this discussion in itself is valuable,
as it creates awareness amongst participants. Having knowledge of injustice is the
beginning of fighting against it. However awareness is not enough, people should
have the possibility to be heard, to use this knowledge to demand their rights and
voice what their needs are (Menocal and Sharma, 2009).

PADEV as motor of downward accountability
PADEV has the potential to become a mechanism that promotes downward
accountability, which gives citizens the power to hold the service providers to account
and to guide their own development (Menocal and Sharma, 2009). When I presented
the 2010 PADEV report of Kaziermczuk to the chief of Gbangu he was extremely
pleased because, in contrast with the government studies conducted in his village, he
now held the report in his own hands:
“I‟m happy because if the government comes and does a survey they leave and
take the report with them. Now I have the information of the community, the size, the
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number of households and household size, the number of people that are Muslim or
Christians etc” (2011 int.). And in addition he said he would use the report to create
CAP’s:
―It will certainly be used for the CAP‟s, I will gather them and together
discuss it and try to find issues that need to be worked on” (2011 int.). Showing the
intention to use the reports is however not the same as genuinely doing so. To
examine this, it would be interesting to visit the community again after a certain
period of time in order to validate that the report has effectively been used as an input
for the CAP’s or in other ways.

The benefits of a follow-up workshop
It is with regards to this characteristic of empowerment that the biggest difference can
be discovered between the communities that did have follow-up workshops and those
that did not. The main reason is that in the communities, Langbinsi and Samini, no
feedback was given after the 2008 workshop, so the participants left the workshop
with nothing but their own memories of what happened and these were already fading
at the time of research. Some participants were very happy that I came to remind them
of the workshop, as one mentioned:
“I‟m happy you recollected all these things! If it weren‟t for you I would have
forgotten it all” (a headmaster of a government school, 2011 int.). All participants
mentioned that feedback would have been good, though they were not all sure if a
report would have been useful, because especially in Samini, most people are
illiterate. They did agree that there should have been some follow-up, to remind them
what was said. The headmaster of a school even suggested that:
―An important thing should have been to have handouts and a moderator
should be installed to organise meetings. If you wouldn‟t have come I would have
forgotten about the whole thing, and wouldn‟t have talked about it again. Ghana
today is polarized by politics a community member should be in charge with the
document to discuss. This would increase the implementation of the findings. We
were enlightened a lot, the workshop sensitised us. We should have a moderator
because our needs are not the same. They should have grouped us. These are the
findings, now what do we do? What are our problems? Then we can see how we can
solve them, some we can solve locally for others we need support from the DA”
(2011, int.).
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What the headmaster suggested has actually been achieved to a certain extent in the
communities where follow-up workshops have been organized. There are, according
to the data I collected two reasons for this. In the first place the PADEV workshops at
community level, as opposed to the 2008 district level workshop, engaged more
people from the community. This means that the local engagement is bigger and
people perceive it more as a community endeavour from which they should benefit
(2011 field-notes).

Secondly, these communities did receive the final report stipulating the workshop
findings. Because more people were engaged, the knowledge was shared by more
community members and disseminated more extensively to other non-participants18.
The fact that the community holds a document is of even more importance as they
now have ownership over the data and can use it to guide future interventions (2011
field-notes). In Wundua (2011 community FGD) it was mentioned that the report was
already used as an input for the creation of the CAP’s, although there was some
confusion in the group as some members were not aware that a document was ever
given. It seems as if the document is not really in hands of the ―community‖ but rather
of the elite within the community or the people that are literate19. If the group that
holds the ownership over the report uses it in a constructive way, to the benefit of the
community, the fact that some people were not aware of its existence might not be a
problem. If the PADEV research team has as goal, increasing downward
accountability, they should investigate the potential of the method to serve as CAP
input more thoroughly. The next sub-section could be an important aspect of this
process.

18

Although, it must be noted that in the non-follow up community, Samini (29/06/2011), the
information was also shared. The participants of the PADEV workshop even organized a community
meeting afterwards.
19
Another interesting aspect is the fact the women in Wundua, did remember the report vividly and
mentioned that they sometimes gather to look at it again, even though they cannot read they like to
look at it and recollect the times of the workshop and what they learned then. In Wundua two
separate focus groups were organized one with male workshop participants and one with female
ones. The intention was to always organize separate workshops but in the other communities it was
not possible because of the fact that people were not able to make time available during the whole
day as they needed to work on their farms. Practically it was not possible for me to visit each
community twice, once for the women group and once for the men.
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Creating accessible reports
In order to increase the capability of PADEV to serve as a motor for downward
accountability it is necessary to guide community members in the use of the
document. On top of this, the PADEV reports in their current form are very complex
documents, which are hard to grasp even for academics. It could be interesting to
investigate the possibility of creating a simpler way of writing down the data.

One way in which the reports could be used is, with regards to the wealth
categorisation exercise. The reports have a well worked out scheme of indicators
categorising five different wealth categories which are a useful tool for beneficiary
targeting. This has been underpinned be many agencies, governmental and nongovernmental, that were interviewed, and who showed interest in the indicators and
stated they could use them for targeting (2011 int.). However, it seems as though the
communities themselves are not aware of this. I accompanied PAS-L during one of
their field visits, introducing a new programme. During the community meeting the
members were asked to list some wealth indicators, and they did so, but did not
mention the fact that they actually have a report with an in-depth wealth
categorisation at hand (2011 field-notes). During the focus-group discussion I asked
whether they were aware of the value of the indicators and if they were planning to
use them if needed, they stated that they knew the value and would use the report to
help organisations with targeting if necessary (2011 FGD). If this in reality will be
done is another issue and, the fact that they did not use it during the PAS-L meeting,
could serve as an indication that the chances are rather slim (2011 FDG; 2011 filednotes).

There is however a potential for PADEV to be used in such a way, if the community
members are enabled to do so, if the reports are simplified and made more practical
and less analytical and if the right socio-political context is available, which will be
discussed in the following section.
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5.2.4. Local organisational capacity

The fourth issue that increases empowerment according to the 2002 World Bank
empowerment sourcebook is local organisational capacity. ―Local organisational
capacity refers to the ability of people to work together, organize themselves, and
mobilize resources to solve problems of common interest (World Bank, 2002: 17). If
there is one thing that was striking from the focus-group discussions, it was the fact
after the PADEV workshop all kinds of local organisations seemed to have been
established (2011 community FGD). It is, of course, hard to discover if these groups
were direct effects of workshop participation or if the participants interpreted the
question as in: did anything change ―after‖ the workshop, instead of ―because of‖ the
workshop.

In Wundua (2011 community FGD) for example the following was mentioned:
―Yes it lead to empowerment because the outcome of that meeting made us to
form groups that now work”. The groups mentioned are a soybean group and a
business group, accessible both for men and women. More informal groups were also
formed, such as health check-up groups (2011 community FGD). As mentioned
before, in order to be sure that these groups were a result of PADEV, triangulation is
necessary and sadly, because of time constraints, was not possible in the scope of this
paper.

The fact that is was mentioned so extensively in all four communities, gives the
impression that people appreciated discussing issues in their communities:
―…we learned to meet and write things down, now when we have a meeting I
ask one of my children who are in school to write things down for me. We now
understand things, learn to work in groups and exchange knowledge. Now everybody
sits together in the family and we take decisions together and help each other. Now
we know what is going on” (2011 community FGD). In addition, it was mentioned
that it is not a problem anymore for people to socialise
―in the community and with other whites” (2011 community FGD).
Again, to be certain that these group formations and ways of socialising are truly an,
direct or indirect, effect of the PADEV workshops, triangulation is needed in order to
understand through which process this has occurred.
56

Local socio-political context
In order to truly achieve empowerment, these local organisations, if directly or
indirectly initiated by the PADEV workshop, can only be social catalysts if the right
institutional landscape is present and if they are linked together and form larger
structures (World Bank, 2002).

In the case of East-Mamprusi, it seems as though the landscape could be beneficial
because both within the NGO community and government institutions the intention
was shown to increase community engagement in local development (2011 int.).
The work of PAS-L and CARE international is important in this issue. They are, at
present, engaged in the LEAD (Local Extension for Agric Development) programme
that tries to connect different communities by enhancing the capacity of CBEA’s in
order to help their communities write a CAP that then is presented to the District
Assembly, which in turn uses the CAP as an input for their MTDP (Mid Term
Development Plan)20. Not only do the CBEA’s work within their communities trying
to contribute towards the overall development, they are also organized in a crosscommunity committee, which enables them to speak with a stronger voice when
presenting their development plans to the DA.
PADEV reports as input for CAP’s
The PADEV reports are, though not all easy to comprehend, full of important
information on changes within a certain community or district and from a historical
point of view useful for the creation of CAP’s (Dietz et al., 2011; 2011 field-notes).
Since they list all interventions and changes within a community, they can function as
a basis for future development projects. In order for projects to be effective, it is wise
to look at what has already been done in an area and what has or has not worked,
where there are gaps and where there is an abundance of projects (Bamberger and
White, 2008). The PADEV reports contain this information and thus can be a useful
input for CAP’s as it shows the way forward based on past experiences, from a
beneficiary perspective (Zaal et al., 2008).
20

The CBEA’s are volunteers and can be seen as “social movers” within their community, they were
already community mobilisers before the start of the programme, what changed is that they now
have had practical training on how to organize and create CAP’s (interview, 06/07/2011).
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This claim was supported by all relevant agencies (PAS-L, CARE international and
DA) and the participants of the community focus-group discussions (2011 fieldnotes). The CBEA’s themselves mentioned they had already used PADEV insights as
an input, the DCD stated that he found it extremely useful and admitted that such
evaluations are actually the task of the DA but that because of financial constraints
they are not able to conduct such in depth evaluation methods:
―It is in fact very useful. That is what we are supposed to be doing, creating
social fora at various area council levels21. It lets us know what we are supposed to be
doing but because of the costs and high demand we cannot. It would help to create
the CAP‟s. The illiteracy rate is very high and it has an effect on the CAP‟s” (a
government official, 2011 int.).

PADEV gives the opportunity to illiterate people to share their perceptions on
development within their community, they are able to voice what they believe works
and what does not, and create their own ―story of development‖ (Dietz et al., 2011).
The fact that the DCD was enthusiastic about the approach, and even frankly stated
that in fact what they have done is one of their responsibilities, means that in theory
there is a good institutional ground for PADEV to become a vehicle towards
empowerment via the creation of well informed CAP’s (2011 field-notes). In reality,
however, it is hard to discover if the DCD and the DA truly are willing to put in the
necessary effort, together with other stakeholders, to actually achieve this potential
and further research is necessary to investigate this.

21

The decentralized system in Ghana has a four-tier structure: the lowest ones are unit committees,
followed by area/town councils, district assemblies and the national government (Audet-Bélanger,
2010).
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6. Conclusion and recommendation
Participatory evaluation approaches are essential to gain insight in what works and
what does not work in development cooperation and, more importantly, to be able to
grasp the reasons behind these successes or failures (Bamberger and White, 2008).
PADEV is an interesting and useful addition to the group of PE methods, as it adopts
a holistic approach, enabling the mapping of the most significant changes within a
community from a beneficiary perspective (Dietz et al., 2011).

However, in relation to the utilisation and empowerment capability of the method, the
road is still long. This is partly because both issues were not pre-set ideas behind the
development of the method, or that is what I understood on the basis of the interviews
I had with PADEV research members. As a result of this, a lot of potential is currently
wasted and in the current form the method fails to bring about real innovations in the
field of PE, despite its holistic, historical approach. There are some issues that could
be taken into account with regard to both research questions in order to fulfil its full
potential.

In relation to the utilisation of the findings, the most important issue is involvement of
all relevant stakeholders, not only the ones that have contact with the local partner
organisation, in this case PAS-L. These stakeholders should be offered the chance to
be engaged in the selection of participants as this could increase the usefulness of the
data, because the impact of some project can only be captured by specific population
groups. In addition to this it is vital that these stakeholders receive a report of the
findings, and it would be even better if they could be engaged in the creation of these
reports, as stakeholder participation throughout the entire evaluation process increases
evaluation use (Smits and Champagne, 2008). An ex-post workshop could perhaps be
organised with the different stakeholders, so that the cooperation between different
agencies can be increased, in the case that the findings are not necessarily used by the
organisations individually. In this way, full advantage is taken of the holistic character
of the PADEV method that enables agencies to situate themselves within a broader
development cooperation context.
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In relation to the empowerment capability of PADEV the core idea should be to give
the communities ownership of the findings. In order for this to be possible, a
simplified version of the reports should be made, this is not only useful for the
communities, as in general the reports tend to be quite complex and not easy to
comprehend. Handing over a report is, however, not enough to create a mechanism of
downward accountability. Community members should be enabled to comprehend
and use the reports as tools for targeting and planning CAP’s. In this light, it could be
interesting to locate local organisations that are already engaged in downward
accountability or CAP’s programmes. These organisations, if willing, could be
addressed to help the communities with the use of the reports as tools for social
accountability and empowerment.

These are not straightforward, ready-made solutions and will take considerable time,
follow-up and effort to achieve their goal. However, the potential is there and, in the
case of East-Mamprusi the socio-political context seems to be beneficial and people
are willing to increase the usefulness and empowerment capability of PADEV. It
would be disappointing if no further work was done in order for PADEV to achieve
its full potential and so I would advise further, long-term research, to be able to
capture the necessary and possible steps that could and should be taken.
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Interviews
Staff members of local or international NGO’s or CBO’s, Tamale and Langbinsi:
22.06.2011, 01.07.2011, 06.07.2011, 09.07.2011, 11.07.2011, 12.07.2011
Staff members of government Institutions, Gambaga: O4.07.2011, 05.07.2011
Staff members of government schools, Langbinsi: 24.06.2011, 27.06.2011
Community Chiefs, Langbinsi and Gbangu: 23.06.2011, 06.07.2011
Members of PADEV research team, Leiden and Tamale: 01.06.2011, 12.07.2011

Focus Group Discussions
Participants of PADEV district (2008) and follow-up workshops (2009; 2010),
Langbinsi, Samini, Wundua and Gbangu: 24.06.2011, 29.06.2011, 01.07.2011,
06.07.2011 (respectively).
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Source: Smits and Champagne (2008): 439

Figure 2: Model for PPE
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Activity

Langbinsi

Place

Time
arrival PAS-L

Date
Monday 20/06

Langbinsi PAS

Prepare interviews/focus group discussion and focus
group discussion with PAS-L staff

Meeting Chief, Kabunaba Kala (PADEV 2008
participant)

Langbinsi

Langbinsi PAS

Make working plan

15:00 (Focus Group)

10:00

Research Objective

Gain insight in the PADEV methodology,

how participants were selected and what

PAS-L learned by taking part in PADEV

workshop and if the findings were utilised

by them.

Gain insight in the experience of PADEV

participants, and the extent in which the

chief finds it useful to gain social

betterment in the community.

Gain insight in the experience of ―non-elite‖

in a community without a follow-up.

participants of the PADEV 2008 workshop
Focus group 3 participants of PADEV Workshop

The focus of Daniel Kotia’s interview was
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improvement and in the working of the DA.

Ghana and the usefulness of PADEV for its

Gain insight in the education sector in

use/influence.

2008 and

Langbinsi (central)

on evaluation learning and process
workshop)

Langbinsi PAS

Interview Daniel Kotia GES ( participant 2008

Prepare interviews/focus group discussion

7:00

Saturday 25/06

Interview Hon. Gladyss Boasa (teacher and former
assembly person and PADEV 2008 participant)

Langbinsi

Langbinsi PAS

15:30

Prepare interviews/focus group discussion

Monday 27/06

Sunday 26/06

Friday 24/06

Thursday 23/06

Wednesday 22/06

Tuesday 21/06

Table 1: Research planning
Week

Week 1
Week 2

Accompany PAS-L with introduction to new project,
no time left for workshop.

Wundua (south)

Samini (north-west)

8:00

workshop and CBEA

Tuesday 28/06

8:00

Langbinsi

Interview with 3 participants of PADEV 2008
Wednesday 29/06

Prepare focus group and meeting Presby clinic

Normally I was going to conduct a focus

group discussion on this day after PAS-L

introduced a new programme but because of

lack of time the focus groups were

rescheduled to Friday.

This focus-group discussion held as

objective gaining insight in the experience

of PADEV participants in a community

were no follow-up was organised. Although

initially I talked to the three participants of

the community in the end more people

gathered and contributed.

Initially I agreed to meet the medical

assistant but when I arrived at the clinic the

next day, the entire staff had gathered. The

objective of this focus group was to discuss

the intention of the Presby Clinic to use the

PADEV findings and to gain insight in the

Ghanaian health services.

The main objective of the focus group

in which it can potentially lead towards

discussion was to understand the impact of

Langbinsi and Wundua

social betterment. The opinion of

Focus group discussion Presby Clinic (entire staff).

participants of PADEV 2008 workshop and follow up

(south)

PADEV on participants’ lives and the way

workshop 2009 **** and interview with CBEA.

Focus groups (men and women separately) main

7:00/afternoon

09:00 & 14:00

Thursday 30/06

Friday 01/07
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Week 3

Saturday 02/07

Sunday 03/07

Monday 04/07

Tuesday 05/07

08:00-10:00

9:00 & 11:00

Prepare interviews

Prepare interviews and informal interview Alice
Azimi (PAMBE Ghana)

Interview GHS (information officer)

Interview GES (district director) and interview DA
(district coordinating director)

Langbinsi PAS

Langbinsi PAS

Gambaga

Gambaga

community members on the decentralized

structure and usefulness of the follow-up

workshops were also addressed.

Alice Azimi participated in the PADEV

2008 workshop and is director of PAMBE

Ghana an NGO that is trying to incorporate

mother-tongue based Montessori education

in Ghana’s education system. The objective

was to have her opinion on the usefulness of

the PADEV approach, and the reasons

behind her struggle for better education in

Ghana.

The objective was, gaining insight in the

intention of GHS to use the PADEV

findings and in the health sector in Ghana.

The objective of the first interview was

gaining insight in the intention of GES to

use the PADEV findings and in the

education sector in Ghana. The second

interview had as objective gain insight in

the intention of the DA to use the PADEV

findings, there opinion on the use of it for

CAP’s and understanding the decentralized
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Week 4

Wednesday 06/07

Thursday 07/07
Friday 08/07

Saturday 09/07
Sunday 10/07

Monday 11/07

8:00-14:00 & 16:00

11:00

9:00- 10:00

Kazimierczuk 2010 ) and interview Chief.

document (follow up PADEV workshop,

and interview 2008 participant (Rabi) and hand over

workshop and follow up workshops 2009 and 2010

Focus group main participants of PADEV 2008

community members on the decentralized

social betterment. The opinion of

in which it can potentially lead towards

PADEV on participants’ lives and the way

discussion was to understand the impact of

The main objective of the focus group

structure more thoroughly.

Visit Gbangu primary school and … school.

CAP’s.

helps communities with the development of

by CARE and the LEAD programme that

process use of the PADEV 2008 workshop

Gaining understanding in the utilisation and

started.

Montessori type school that PAMBE Ghana

compare Ghanaian public schools with the

The objective of the visit was to be able to

workshops were also addressed.

structure and usefulness of the follow-up

Gbangu (North-east)

Tamale

Langbinsi

Afternoon Focus group discussion PAS-L staff on
LEAD project and CBEA's.

Visit PAMBE Ghana school Bumboazio

Interview CARE programme officer Issakaku Zakaria

Tamale

Travel to Tamale

Prepare interviews

The group discussion with CRS was to have

Focus group discussion CRS.

their work in the field of education and

PADEV findings and gain understanding of

an idea of the intention of CRS to use the

Meeting PAS development office, director Dan

Dan Kobilla was interviewed because he

health.
Tamale

Kobilla
and ACDEP, Agric Programme Officer Joseph Nchor
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Interview Francis Obeng (UDS) and focus Group

Tamale

Tamale

Wednesday 13/07

Tamale

discussion Unicef

Thursday 14/07

Tamale

Tuesday 12/07

Friday 15/07

was director of PAS-L at the time of the

PADEV workshop and thus has lots of

insight in the methodology (process use,

utilisation and the empowerment capacity of

PADEV were all discussed)

ACDEP was interviewed because they are

major players in the background regarding

church-based organisations. Especially with

regards to the funding and donor relations

this interview was useful.

Francis Obeng is head of the PADEV

operation in Ghana and thus lays at the basis

of the development of the approach. The

interview focused on the main research

findings and recommendations of my

fieldwork and his opinion on them. We also

discussed what the next steps will be in the

PADEV research.

The group discussion with Unicef focused

on their work in Health and education and

the intentional utilisation of the findings and

their opinion on the PADEV approach and

recommendations.
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Saturday 16/07
Sunday 17/07
Monday 18/07
Tuesday 19/07

Bus to ACCRA

Flight Home
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Table 2: Interview questions agencies
Article

Topic

Henry

and Level

Mark (2003)

Questions
of

Did you personally learn by taking part in the

learning

workshop? What did you learn and how? Did

(process

you act on this new knowledge? Did your

influence)

behaviour change?

Was there interpersonal learning? Did you share
your knowledge with colleagues/family or
others?

Did you learn from it as an organisation and did
it use this knowledge in a way?

Was there any feedback after the workshop took
place? How did this occur then?

Preskill et al. Characteristics
(2003)

How did you experience the cooperation

of participatory between
method used

the

different

actors/individuals

involved? Was everybody on the same line or
was there some sort of hierarchy. Who owned
the evaluation process in your opinion?
How did you take part in the 2008 workshop (as
facilitators or participants)?

Who facilitated the workshops, internal or
external people? And how did they do this? How
did you find the facilitation and why?

How would you describe the group dynamic
during the workshop? Was there any evolution
over the three days? ( open or closed/formal or
informal)
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Did the manager support the workshop and
emphasise the learning aspect of the evaluation?

Smits
Champagne

and Characteristics
of participants

What was your commitment to the PADEV
evaluation process on a scale from 1 to 5?22

(2008)
On a scale of 1 to 5 what is your knowledge of
the field?

(With the field I mean the issues

discussed during the evaluation)?23

How important is learning from evaluations? On
a scale from 1 to 5 and why?24

How important is the use of evaluation findings
on a scale from 1 to 5 and why?25

22

The scale used was: 1= not at all committed; 2= a little committed; 3= committed; 4= very
committed during certain parts of the process and 5= very committed throughout the whole process
23
The scale used was: 1= no knowledge whatsoever; 2= minimal knowledge; 3=average knowledge;
4= good knowledge of certain issues discussed and 5= perfect knowledge of all issues discussed
24
The scale used was: 1= not important at all; 2= minimal importance; 3= important; 4= very
important and 5= most important
25
The scale used was: 1= not important at all; 2= minimal importance; 3= important; 4= very
important and 5= most important
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Table 3: Agencies/Actors interviewed
Actors/Agencies Sector

Present

Person

Function

during 2008
PADEV
workshop
Langbinsi
(EastMamprusi
District)
PAS-L

PADEV

Yes

Entire

stakeholder

engaged
PADEV

staff All

are

in extension
2008 agents.

workshop
Presbyterian

Health

Clinic Langbinsi

Yes

(but Entire

person

staff The people who

(approximately

spoke were the

present was 20 people)

medical

not

assistant

(head

anymore

doctor),

the

during

midwife,

the

fieldwork)

accountant, the

present

environmentalist
and one of the
health extension
workers.
CRS

Health

and No

3 people

education

Program
officers: 2 for
education
projects and 1
for health

CARE

CAP’s

Yes

1 person

Project manager

GES

Education

Yes

3 people

Headmaster,
teacher

and

district

GES
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director,

East

Mamprusi
district
GHS

Health

Yes

(but 1 person

Information

person

officer

GHS

present was

district

office;

no

East Mamprusi

longer

present

district

during
fieldwork)
PAMBE Ghana

Education

Yes

1 person

Director

TACCO

Education

No

1 person

Employee

Unicef

Education and No

2 people

Health

Health

and

education
specialist

District

Health

Assembly

Education

and Yes

(but 1 person

District

person

Coordinating

present was

Director

no

longer

present
during
fieldwork)
ACDEP

Behind

the No

1 person

Agric

scenes

Programme

coordinating

Officer

organisation
of all church
based
interventions
in

Northern

Region
Development

PADEV

Office

stakeholder

Yes

1 person

Director
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Presbyterian
Church Ghana
Chief Langbinsi

Community

Yes

1 person

Chief

Yes

1 person

Chief

custodian
Chief Gbangu

Community
custodian

Table 4: Overview of community focus group discussions

Community

Langbinsi

Area

Central

PADEV

Number

workshop

participants

of Gender

Date

2008 district 3

Men

(2) 24/06

workshop

and women
(1)

Samini

North-

2008 district 12

Men

(8) 29/06

West

workshop

and women
(4)

Wundua

South

2008 district 19

Men

01/07

Women

01/07

workshop
2009 followup workshop
Wundua

South

2008 district 57
workshop
2009 followup workshop
2010 followup workshop

Gbangu

North-

2008 district 14

Men

(7) 06/07

East

workshop

and women

2009 follow-

(7)

up workshop
2010 followup workshop
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Table 5: Follow-up research

Author

Year

Title

Communities

Lahai, Martha

2009

Participatory Evaluation: Perception of

Bumboazio

Local People on Long-Term Impact of
Development

Interventions

in

Northern Ghana
Kazimierczuk,

2009

Agnieszka

Participatory Poverty Assessment and

Wundua,

Participatory Evaluation of the Impact

Gbangu

Kasape

of Development Projects on Wealth
Categories in Northern Ghana
Kazimierczuk,

2010

Agnieszka
Audet-Bélanger,
Geneviève

Gbangu follow-p workshop report:

Gbangu

Inclusion of the poor
2010

Participatory

Assessment

of Gbangu and Wundua

Environmental Projects: Concerns and
Realities

of

Villagers

and

Development Organisations in the East
Mamprusi District, Ghana

Map 1: Ghana

Source: http://www.ghanaweb.com/GhanaHomePage/geography/region.php
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and

Map 2: Northern Region Ghana

Source: http://gajans.wordpress.com/page/2/
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Map 3: East-Mamprusi District

Source: PAS-L headquarters (self-edited)
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