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Assessing the impact of an evaluation:
The 1995-96 multi-donor Joint Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda

Background
The repor t of the 1995-96 Join t Evaluatio n of Emergenc y Assistanc e to Rwanda , The
International Response to Conflict and Genocide: Lessons from the Rwanda Experience, was
publisked in March 1996. The objective of this large-scale evaluation was to draw lessons
from the Rwanda experience for future complex emergencies as well as for current operations
in Rwanda and the Great Lakes region. The evaluation recommendations, each addressed to an
identified section or body of the international community, including the UN Security Council
and General Assembly, deal with mechanisms for improved policy coherence, early warning
and conflict management, the prepara    n     provision of emergenc y assistance , and the
transition from relief to rehabilitation and development. Initiated by Danida, the development
wing of the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the evaluation was managed by this agency
togethe r with Norwegia n Norad , ODA/UK , Sida and USAID, on behal f of a Steering
Committee comprising nearly forty governments and international organizations.

The report was presented in an issue of this newsletter in May 1996 (no. 1/96). A small
follow-up grou p had then been formed , the Joint Evaluation Follow-up Monitoring and
Facilitation Netmork JEFF). Initiated by Sida and composed of representatives of the Joint
Evaluation, the purpose of JEFF was to systematically monitor the response to the evaluation
at various levels of the international community; to help ensure that its recommendations were
given proper consideration; and to report back, within a year afte r the publicatio n of the
evaluation report, to a reconvened Steering Committee. This reporting took place in Febrnary
1997. As then requested by the Committee, an updated report was presented inJune 1997, to
be widely circulated.

The study

The JEF F report , join t Evaluation of Emergency Assistance to Rwanda :. A Review of
Follor~-up and impact fifteen months after  Pubiication, June l 997, is based on information
submitted to JEFF by members of this group and the Steering Committee. Members of JEFF
attended many meetings at which the evaluation was presented and discussed. The group's



work was coordinated from Sida in Stockholm and documentation collated at the Overseas
Development Institute (ODI) in London.

The report reviews and analyses the follow-up actions taken by members of the Steering
Committee and assesses the extent to which the lessons of the evaluation have been absorbed
by the international community.The implications for the recommendations of developments in
Rwanda and neighbouring countries are discussed. The report ends with some
recommendations designed to promote more effective response by the international
community in dealing with complex disasters.

The report is based on a broad concept of evaluation impact, covering the effects of the
evaluation on the language of policy debate and policy formulation, as well as its use as
reDerence material for students, practioners, and media. For the most part, however,
evaluation impact is presented as equivalent to the response by targeted agents and
organizations to the recommendations of the evaluation. For each of the 64 explicit
recommendations the degree of reported response is measured along a six-valued variable
ranging from no response or consideration to some form of positive resolution and/or action.

The provisional and indicative nature of the assessment is stressed. The study reports a
rough attempt at measuring the impact of a large and complex evaluation 15 months atter its
publication; aÎter another period of time the assessment may well be a different one.

Findings

The overview of the response offers cause for some satisfaction but also for disappointment
and concern Given a generous interpretation of the response categories, well over half the
recommendations are found to have had at least some positive outcome, i.e., contributed to
some form of resolution or action by at least one of the addressees, if only a mere
commissioning of a study. At the same time, of seven recommendations classified as having
been ignored, six address such crucial concerns as the need for better policy coherence in the
UN Security Council, Secretariat and General Assembly and more effective ways to prevent
and suppress genocide.

The report discusses possible reasons for this notable lack of response, one being the
critical and defensive stance adopted and delivered publicly by the then Secretary-General's
Spokesperson and others within the Secretariat at the time the report was published; another
being inadequate Secretariat representation on the Steering Committee. More generally, it is
suggested that the lack of favourable response in some cases may reflect both a lack of
commitment within the international community to tackle the problems addressed by the
evaluation, and a lack of political realism among the evaluators.

Main areas of progress in relation to the recommendations of the Joint Evaluation include a
strengthening of the human rights machinery; the development of information systems in the
Great Lakes region to facilitate early warning; NGO efforts to improve performance through
the development of standards and selfregulation mechanisms; and the commitment shown by 2
many actors to improve accountability within the system. Steps taken to improve



coordination within the UN system have been modest and fall well short of the more
ambitious proposals made in the Joint Evaluation.

TheJoint Evaluation has had an influence in many parts of the international system. It has
been extensively reviewed and considered by the UN system InterAgency Standing
Committee (IASC) and the ECOSOC Review Process. Through its Task Force on Conflict,
Peace and Development Cooperation, OECD's Developement Assistance Committee (DAC)
has drawn extensively from the Joint Evaluation in its work to develop donor policies and
guidelines in addressing complex disasters, and has also commissioned several studies that
stem directly from the evaluation. Several UN agencies have carried out reviews of lessons
from the Rwanda emergency, and introduced changes in policies and practices. The World
Bank made extensive use of the evaluation in a recent paper on improved responsiveness of
the Bank to complex emergencies. Several national governments and bilateral donor
organizations have used it in promoting changes in multilateral bodies as well as in their own
practicies. NGO umbrella organizations InterAction and the Stecring Committee for
Humanitarian Response (SCHR) have established a joint project to develop technical
standards for humanitarian agencies.

The report notes that in many areas progress might well have been achieved even without the
Joint Evaluation. In several such areas there is still reason to believe the evaluation has
influenced progress made. In others, reported action has been directly prompted by the
evaluation.

Considering the reluctance of the UN Security Council and the Secretariat to discuss the
recommendations concerning policy coherence and genocide surpression, and the continuing
inability of the international community to address the persistent tragedy in the region, the
overall assessment of JEFF is that decisive constraints remain within the international
community's system for preventing and responding to complex emergencies. Some of the main
constraints that have to be addressed are reflected by the central finding of the Joint
Evaluation that "humanitarian assistance cannot substitute for political action".

Recommendations

Based on its analysis of the follow-up, JEFF presents some conclusions and three process
oriented recommendations, discussed and adopted by the multi-donor Steering Committee
earlier this year. During the past months, representatives of the Joint Evaluation have worked
to facilitate response especially to recommendations I and 3.

1. That the Secretary-General and the Security Council review and respond to the specific
lessons from Rwanda as expressed in the Joint Evaluation recommendations designed to: (i)
foster policy coherence in the UN Security Council, Secretariat and General Assembly; and
(ii) provide effective prevention and early surpression of genocide.

2. That all organizations represented on the Steering Committee review the adequacy of their
current efforts in the Great Lakes region with regard to ensuring the prospects of future
stability.



3. A standing, independent capacity be established to monitor, analyse and report on progress
within the international community in addressing the phenomenon of complex emergencies.
The capacity would fill a significant gap in the international system.

Lessons  learned

Response to the Joint Evaluation has been weakest at central levels of the UN. JEFF discusses
possible reasons for this. In addition to the ones mentioned above, the report points to an
overrating on the part of the evaluation of the potential of a non-centralized structure of
autonomous agents such as the Security Council and the General Assembly to take up
recommendations emanating from an external agent. For any sysrem-wide evaluation this is a
major lesson learned. The involvement and 'championing' of members of the Security Council
should have been actively sought at an early stage atter the publication of the report, to get it
tabled for debate, as part of the follow-up activities of JEFF or members of the Stecring
Committee.

There are also important lessons to be learned from JEFF as an instrument of change.
Monitoring followup to evaluations for later reporting on their impact is not common. The
experience ofJEFF offers important lessons for the design of any future similar capacity. R

Developmental relief?
- the issue of linking relief and development

The issue
Developmental relief or linking relief and develoment, has for more than a decade been subject
to debate within the international community. The debate has its origins in the realization that
humanitarian assistance provided in emergencies not seldom has unexpected, unforeseen,
negative effects. Disaster relief, in its conventional form, risks to negatively affect the
long-term development process, by creating various forms of dependencies and by focusing on
the symptoms of the disaster rather than on its causes. There is also growing awareness that
relief efforts can fuel ongoing civil wars by providing material resources that can be used in the
conflict.

A conceptual study of this issue, attempting to describe the state of knowledge and
prevailing perceptions based on a review of past and current literature relevant to the subject,
was commissioned by Sida's Evaluation unit last year. Developmental Relief.' - An Issues
Paper and an Annotated Bibliography on Linking Relief and Development (Sida Studies in
Evaluation 96/3) is a review and analysis of an increasingly complex debate.



The report reviews some points of departure for the discussion. The international donor
community has provided considerable resources to alleviate the sufferings of the victims of
major disasters, whether natural, such as the droughts in the Horn of Africa and in Southern
Sudan, or man-made, such as the civil wars in Cambodia, Afghanistan, former Yugoslavia and
the Great Lakes region. Furthermore, it has developed means by which to pro~ide large
amounts of food and other resources in complex and volatile situations, and an apparatus to
deal with refugees exists. Overall, the joint efforts of aid organizations have in several ways
been a considerable success. Also, disaster relief is an expanding form of aid which is rarely
questioned.

Unforeseen negative effects

In responding to disasters, the international donor community has developed a multitaceted
system based on large-scale humanitarian interventions. The way the complex system works
creates, the report points out, many problems that have earlier been overlooked or
underestimated. In fact, a variety of potentially negative consequences of international relief
efforts can be observed. One is that refugee camps risk becoming permanent habitats for
decades, and prove difficult to terminate even when the factors that caused people to flee have
ceased. Another unintended effect in several recent disaters, has been the use of refugee camps
as safe havens, and as bases for rearmament, by those that triggered the disasters, as in the
cases of Cambodia and Rwanda. A third type of problem may result from incoming food aid,
which in drought emergencies risks to negatively affect the local food supply system, by
creating expectations among the victims that to get new supplies of food one simply has to
wait for the aid that comes with the next drought. Motivation is lost to develop means for
coping with the problem, for example by shifting to more drought-resistant crops. Further,
relief in man-made disasters such as civil wars may be used by warting factions as a resource
in the conflict, as in the case of Somalia.

The search for linkages - and new approaches

These effects, the report notes, have all contributed to a search for, a need to identify,
developrnental relief a term which has come to imply (a) awareness and maximum avoidance
of such negative effects as those described above, and (b) integration of developmental aspects
into the relief efforts. Negative effects may be avoided by, for example, providing food at
market prices rather than free of charge. Integration may be accomplisLed by, for example,
assisting local communities in acute emergency to develop coping mechanisms based on locally
sustainable structures.

Another reason for the scarch for methods in developmental relief is a changing perception of
development and disasters. In the past, disasters were often seen as unfortunate and
unexp-ected interruptions on an otherv~ise consistent development trajectory. Disaster relief
was viewed as a temporary assistance to help the suffering community or country to
overcome the immediate emergency so that the development process could be resumed, after a
stage of rehabilitation and reconstruction.



However, in several countries the disasters of the last decade or more have tended to become
more or less permanent features. Afghanistan is one example, the Horn of Africa another.
Consequently, the so called Relief-Reconstruction-Development Continuum, which was part
of the conceptional foundation of relief and aid in the past, needs to be reexamined and
modified, both by introducing the developmental aspects into the relief stage, and by
considering any potential disaster vulnerability when programming development interventions.
In this new perception and approach, develommental relief has to do with a process of
backward and forward linkages rather than with a
continuum.

The debate concerning developmental relief, or linking relief and development, has led to a
number of concrete initiatives in the donor community. Many bilateral and multilateral aid
organizations have developed - or arein the process of developing - policies or strategiesbased
on those linkages. Also, "best practices" havebeen identified, such as recurrent assessment of
the development impact of different relief interventions; focus on community development
and on building coping capacity at local levels; and enhancing participationby victims in the
choice and implementation of relief efforts.

The debate has also taken another turn, the report goes on to say, in focusing on the root
causes of emergencies. This in turn has led to a serious questioning of the so called
modernization paradigm underlying the whole idea of foreign aid. Whilst economic
development and poverty alleviation is assumed to reduce the risk for both natural and
man-made disasters, there is at the same time the question of to what extent Western-style
development, under certain circumstances, in fact can promote conflict. For example by
widening gaps between rich and poor, or by increasing competition for limited natural and
other resources, and by creating expectations that cannot be fulfilled.

The challenge
The developmental relief debate has opened up a profound discussion on the true
relationships and interrelationships between aid and development; between disaster relief and
disasters; between development and disasters; and between disaster relief and conventional
aid. The linkages between these four concepts, the report says, are not as simple as sometimes
perceived. Whilst the basis for much of development aid and disaster relief has been, and still
is, the assumption of positive relationships between these concepts, observations indicate that
the reverse relationship may sometimes also be the case. The apparent challenge for the
international donor community would then be to reduce the negatives and strengthen the
positives. Efforts to meet this challenge are still at an early stage, and much work remains to
be done.



Recent Sida Evaluations

97/18 AMS and Amu Technical Assistance Projects in the Russian Federation 1994-1996.
AMS - the Swedish Labour Market Board, Amu - the Swedish State owned vocational training
institute.
Susanne Oxensfierna, Gunnar Pihigren
Department for Central and Eastern Europe

97/19 Mapping for Economic Development. Silda supported satellite imagery and
computerized
cadastral support systems in the Phillipines.97/25
Karlis Goppers
Department for Infrastructure and Economic Cooperation

97/20 AMS and Amu Technical Assistance projects inPoland 1994-1995. AMS - the Swedish
LabourMarket Board, Amu - the Swedish State ownadvocabonal training insbtute.
Sussanne Oxenstiema, Irene Lundbeg, Henrik Huiffeldt
Department for Central and Eastern Europe

97/21 Unicaf s Child Rights Programmes in Latin America.
Benno Glauser, Eva Lithman, Riccardo Lucchini
Department for Latin America

97/22 TANDEM Project with the FOLK DEVELOPMENTCOLLEGES in Tanzania,
199~1996.
Alan Rogers, Alan Chadwick and K Leni Oglesby97/28
Department for Democracy and Social Development

97/23 Development Cooperabon between Guinea-Bissau and Sweden. Macroeconomic
development, structural reform and project performance.
Stefan Sjôlund
Department for Africa

97/24 Swedish Suport to Tanzania s Power Section.
Elon Dahistrôm, Melinda Cuellar, Hans Peterson
Department for Infrastructure and Economic Cooperation Swodish Contribution to the
Kockan Railway Construcbon Project in India.
Karlis Goppers
Department for Infrastructure and Economic Coopera
tion



97/26 Servicio Universitario Mundial IWUS) en AméricaLad na . Progra ma de becas para
refugi adios .
Lennart Peck, Carlos M Vilas
Department for Latin America

97/27 The Swedish Committee for Afghanistan. A joint EC - Sida evaluabon of the health and
oducabon sector programmes.
Jean Pierre Luxen, Kajsa Pehrsson, Kjell Ostrôm
Department for Cooperation with Non-Governmental
Organisations and Humanitarian Assistance

97/28 Swedish Support for Gender Equality in Chile.
Mary Ellsberg, Anki Sundelin
Department for Latin America
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