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BACKGROUND 

Open the Ghanaian newspapers these days and every now and then, one is bound to find an 

advertisement for M&E professionals. This critical area of development is fast becoming a very 

important and highly sought after profession. However, the question remains as to how much 

capacity building is being provided to enable M&E professionals and enthusiasts carry out their 

work at full capacity. 

 

Although there is some monitoring of national programmes in progress, it is fraught with many 

challenges in record keeping, proper documentation, reliable data and capacities in M&E. 

Evaluation, on the other hand, remains a very external aspect of national development. Most 

evaluations are externally-driven: either commissioned by donors or commissioned by 

government and other organisations to meet donor requirements for external support/funding. 

Impact Evaluations are deemed to provide the best evidence of which programmes and policies 

are likely to help a society achieve its social goals.  

 

Having organised the maiden forum in Kumasi in 2015, GMEF held another forum in Kumasi 

to develop participants’ capacity in Impact Evaluation, with funding from UNICEF. This report 

presents a brief account of what occurred at this interesting event. 

 

OPENING 

 

The forum was held in the Conference Hall of the True Vine Hotel, Ahodwo, Kumasi on 

Thursday, 16th March, 2017. The programme started with an opening prayer by a volunteer. 

The Coordinator, Mrs. Dede Bedu-Addo who was also the moderator, welcomed participants 

to the second GMEF forum in Kumasi. She gave the purpose of gathering, noting that constant 

monitoring and evaluation is key to the overall, satisfactory implementation of any goal or 

project. She asked for the full participation of all participants, introduced the guest presenters 

and led participants to also introduce themselves.  

 

PRESENTATION BY DR. STEPHEN NTOW, INDEPENDENT CONSULTANT - 

Impact Evaluation for Whom, and for What? 

 

In his presentation on the topic: “Impact Evaluation for Whom and for what?”, the first 

Speaker, Dr. Stephen Ntow, an independent Consultant, started his presentation by observing 

that development programming is concerned with how to improve the wellbeing of people in 
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society. In attempting to do this, there is the need to examine how well policies or programmes 

are working, or not working. This brings to the fore the issue of impact evaluation. He held that 

impact evaluation serves both objectives of evaluation: lesson-learning and accountability. He 

further went on to give a brief history of impact evaluation. 

He then focused on measuring impact using the diagram below: 

 
Source: CEGA (2010) – The Asian Foundation Impact Evaluation Workshop. 

 

He further explained that Impact evaluation is a systematic process of explaining how a 

development intervention has or has not contributed to changes in the welfare of people. Thus, 

shifting the programme design paradigm from: “We know what is best” to “We can learn what 

is best in this context, and adapt to new knowledge as needed”.  “Evaluation for whom?”, he 

asked. Using the diagram below, he responded that evaluation is for various actors:  
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He raised major considerations for impact evaluation as: 

 Methodological issues: 

◦ Credible, Rigorous, uses of evidence and who?  

◦ Randomized controls or participatory methods? 

◦ Situational appropriateness: Purpose to method? 

 Some important considerations 

◦ Clarifying the values  

◦ Developing and/or testing a theory  (Theory o Change) 

◦ Describing impact and variable 

◦ Explaining attributions  

◦ Synthesizing evidence into an overall judgment.  

◦ Contextualizing the report  

◦ Reporting findings and supporting its use 

He observed some challenges & suggested solutions as follows: Variations in implementation 

and environment across different sites, different impacts, absence of baselines, extended 

durations and controlling other factors, influence of other programs and factors, diverse 

components and resource constraints. Dr. Ntow’s final thoughts included the following: 

 Impact evaluation as a professional practice and an academic exercise has found its 

eternal place in development practice 

 It is important therefore to brace ourselves with the requisite methodological skills to 

be able to meet demand 

The full presentation is available on the GMEF website for further information. 

PRESENTATION BY MRS. FRANCESCA POBEE-HAYFORD, INDEPENDENT 

CONSULTANT - The Challenges of Demand and Supply of Monitoring and Evaluation 

 

The Moderator introduced Mrs. Francesca Pobee-Hayford as a Monitoring and Evaluation 

Specialist and a former development planning consultant with Canada-PSU. Mrs. Francesca 
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Pobee-Hayford made a presentation on the topic, “the challenges of demand and supply of 

monitoring and evaluation”. She gave an introduction to M&E and provided broad insight into 

what M&E is. She also gave participants the opportunity to engage in an open discussion of 

why we need more and improved M&E in Ghana. She used the diagram below to describe the 

supply and demand of M&E in the public sector. 

 

She observed that public authorities are committed to manage for results and accountability (to 

duty bearers) through Transparency, Results-based public budgeting, Evidence-based policy 

making. Strong civil society as rights holders demand and monitor the quality of public 

services. Strong national evaluation associations, e.g. GMEF, foster indigenous demand for 

M&E and strengthen indigenous supply. 

 

She focused on some strengths of the M&E system in Ghana, as follows: 

• Rolling out of GPRS; MTNDPF/GSGDA I & II increasing emphasis on M&E 

• Shift to programmatic lending increases reliance on governments’ M&E information 

• Some NGOs are active in M&E 

• Increasing visibility of active national, regional and country evaluation associations – 

e.g. SAMEA, AfrEA, GMEF, etc. 

• High level donor enthusiasm and support of M&E 

 

She outlined some challenges, as follows: 

• Disconnect between planning and budgeting 

• Multiple, uncoordinated data systems 
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• Under-used data (even when good quality) 

• Multiple, un-harmonised donor requirements 

• Poor systems for tracking government spending 

• M&E often supply-driven – thin extent of country demand for M&E 

• Danger if M&E efforts are largely donor-driven  

• Poor levels of funding for M & E 

She noted that on the supply side of M&E, Ghana needs further improvements to the quality 

and credibility of monitoring information, a reduction in the costs of data supply and an 

increase in the volume and breadth of evaluations which are conducted. On the M&E 

demand side, the country needs promotion of greater awareness of, and confidence in, the 

monitoring information and evaluation findings that its M&E system produces. This should 

also go beyond simple advocacy to include steps to ensure the utilization of the M&E 

information to support budget and national planning decision-making and social 

accountability. 

She concluded that there is need for: 

• Greater investment at both the individual and institutional level where M&E capacity 

is weakest, i.e. more investment in enhancing M&E knowledge base and finding better 

ways to use skills and resources 

• Greater utilization and rationalization of existing M&E capacity and improved 

mobilization of resources to enhance overall, M&E capacity  

• Enhancing governance to bring about leadership transformation at individual and 

institutional levels 

The full presentation is available on the GMEF website for further information. 

After these 2 presentations, there was a plenary session where the presenters responded to 

questions asked and suggestions made. 

PRESENTATION BY JONES OPOKU-WARE, LECTURER, IDL-KNUST, KUMASI – 

‘Genderising’ M&E – ensuring that gender issues are fully mainstreamed in Impact 

Evaluations 

Mr. Jones Opoku-Ware was introduced as a lecturer at IDL in KNUST. Focusing on Gendered 

M&E, he spoke about the criteria for Gendered M & E, Gendered M & E measures/indicators 

and Components of Gender sensitive M &E. 
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Mr. Opoku-Ware said Information generated by impact evaluations inform decisions on 

whether to expand, modify, or eliminate a particular policy or program and can be used in 

prioritizing public actions. In addition, impact evaluations contribute to improving the 

effectiveness of policies and programs by addressing the following questions: 

 Does the program achieve the intended goal?  

 Can the changes in outcomes be explained by the program, or are they the result of 

some other factors occurring simultaneously?  

 Are there any unintended effects of the program, either positive or negative?  

 Is the program worth the resources it costs? 

 

Mr. Opoku-Ware called for the promotion of positive change regarding gender inequality. He 

said Gender M&E is a type of gender analysis. It analyses specific public policy and assesses 

the effects of policies on individuals, not only on households or communities. Gender impact 

assessment is a tool for realizing Gender Mainstreaming. He further explained that Gender-

sensitive Monitoring & Evaluation reveals the extent to which a project has addressed the 

different needs of men and women and has made an impact on their lives and overall social 

and economic well-being. For Monitoring and Evaluation to be Gender-sensitive, gender issues 

must be monitored at each stage of the project cycle; differences between women and men 

assessed in terms of project performance and results, reflecting on the needs and experiences 

of women and men. 

He, then, focused on the criteria for gendered impact M&E, gender sensitive M&E Measures 

and Indicators, components of a gender-sensitive M&E system and when should gendered 

impact M & E be carried out. Using the Project Cycle diagram below, on Monitoring Gender 

Sensitive Participation, he advocated the need for constant Monitoring and evaluation ‘within’ 

processes at each stage, including evaluation. 
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Mr. Opoku-Ware shared some checklists that are essential to gender M&E: 

 Do the goals of the project have gender dimensions- how will it impact men and women 

differently? 

 What are the gender-related issues in the sectoral area of the project? 

 What are the gender issues in the geographical context? 

 Is all baseline data sex-disaggregated? 

 Based on the above three, has an analysis been conducted to judge whether there are 

any specific gender issues that have been discovered? 

 What is the planned intervention- explain why? 

 If no intervention is planned- explain why? 

 

He concluded by explaining some terminologies which would be helpful to participants after 

the forum. 

 

The full presentation is available on the GMEF website for further information. 

 

 PRESENTATION BY MRS. DEDE BEDU-ADDO, GMEF COORDINATOR - Impact 

Evaluation: Pros & Cons 

 

Mrs Dede Bedu-Addo, GMEF Coordinator, began by acknowledging inputs to her presentation 

from Prof. Seidu Al-Hassan UDS, Tamale and Dr. Joe Taabazuing of GIMPA, Accra, at 

previous forums. She then shared the World Bank’s definition of Impact Assessment as “an 

analytical assessment of the changes in the well-being of individuals, households, communities 

or organizations that can be attributed to a particular intervention like a project or policy (World 

Bank, 2008). 
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She noted that the central question for impact evaluation is: “what would have been the 

situation of the beneficiaries if they had not received the intervention?” This requires that a 

counterfactual is established to compare with the beneficiary group, which is often a challenge. 

To navigate this challenge, various methods are often used, each with its advantages and 

disadvantages.  

 

She indicated that there are various tools for information gathering in Impact Evaluation.  These 

include: 

 Interviews (structured or not, semi-structured) 

 Focus Group Discussions 

 Other Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) Tools 

 Literature Reviews 

 Financial report reviews and audits  

She observed that all of them have different value and usefulness, depending on the purpose of 

the work. She also noted that success is likely to be measured in terms of: 

• quality of services 

• impact  

• ability to sustain the operations in line with set   vision, mission and objectives 

Dede shared the Pros and Cons of some Evaluation Methods, 2 examples are as follows: 

1) Randomized Control Trials 

 

Pros 

 

 To minimize  selection bias 

 

 Can be a transparent,  rationing 

mechanism when there are not     

enough resources for  the 

intervention to      reach all of those 

in   need 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cons 

 

 May be unethical to deny          

services to some people 

 May not always be practically    

feasible given constraints of     

expertise, resources or time 

 May be difficult to ensure that    

selection is truly random (areas 

often purposively selected based on 

some reasons like level of poverty 

or devt. potential) 

 Requires more advanced           

statistical skills and software. 
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Quantitative Methods 

Pros 

• Greater objectivity in  determining     

impact 

 

• Analysis may be easy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cons 

• Limited in providing explanations 

about    why the change occurred 

• Prepositions & variables analysed 

in quantitative methods are mental 

constructs of    the  evaluator & 

cannot be devoid of bias  (reality, 

constructed subjectively) 

• Findings may not reflect the reality 

but the residue of the process 

(results shaped by   data quality or 

interaction of the inquirer & the 

inquired) 

• Social processes are too complex to 

be       reduced into statistics 

• Some programmes have objectives 

which   cannot easily  be translated 

into quantitative variables to be 

measured 

• Findings may exhibit high rigour 

but be less applicable in real life 

 

Dede also provided some justification for Impact Evaluation and some challenges. In 

conclusion, she presented some things that can go wrong as follows:  

1) Key stakeholders may not be sufficiently consulted as part of the evaluation process  

2) Lack of timely feedback from the evaluations to inform the next set of decisions. 

3) Ill-conception of the evaluation methodology without taking corrective actions. 

4) Reports are too long and too difficult to digest. 

5) Stakeholders not having interest in CSO evidence (DFID, 2002). 

 

The full presentation is available on the GMEF website for further information. 

Following her presentation, Dede moderated the discussion of questions and comments on the 

presentations in a plenary session. 
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OPEN DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The ensuing discussion among participants raised many concerns and public debate of the 

issues raised. Highlights are as follows: 

 The topic of Gender and M&E generated a lot of discussion, especially because it was 

presented by a man. The tendency to focus on women’s issues provoked some 

resistance but it also provided the opportunity for demystifying some of the 

participants’ concerns. 

 A large group of students taking a Masters course in M&E from the Christian 

University College attended the forum and made a special appeal for support and 

mentorship from more experienced GMEF members 

 A participant suggested that GMEF should liaise with M&E departments at the 

Ministries to help train M&E officers. 

 It was also suggested that more female M&E specialists should be encouraged to 

participate in subsequent forums because M&E is very important tool for assessing the 

gender differences between women and men in terms of project performance and 

results, reflecting on the needs and experiences of women and men.   

 Participants also acknowledged the need for strong advocacy training in higher 

education institutions. It was also requested that GMEF should undertake advocacy to 

get other universities to offer Masters programs in M&E or other M&E-related 

courses 

 It was suggested that funding should be sought for M&E training to help improve 

M&E in Ghana.  

 The need for work to be done on poor attitudes and behaviour towards M&E was 

identified. This should start from the home, to ensure that the problem of resistance in 

the public sector is dealt with holistically.  

 GMEF should be involved in the publication of articles to help educate the public on 

M&E 

 

FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS BY GMEF 

 

 Creation of a WhatsApp platform for Kumasi forum participants, linking students 

and/or emerging evaluators with professionals and lecturers of the Christian 

University College, Msc. in M&E 

 It is very active platform: sharing M&E tips, materials, jobs and other topical issues 
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 GMEF will build on this to start other interactive activities like blogs and discussions 

on topical M&E issues 

 At the request of the students, the students are planning to have an M&E club in 

Kumasi that GMEF will provide support to this club and liaise with previous forum 

resource persons to support and mentor the club 

 Participants also asked for further M&E capacity building/training and technical 

support. GMEF will use this to set up a Community of Practice (CoP) on M&E, 

starting with the members on the WhatsApp platform and participants in the Kumasi 

Forum 

 Within this CoP, a network on Gender and M&E appears imminent, GMEF will work 

with interested members and other partners, such as the African Gender and 

Development Evaluation Network (AGDEN), to nurture this. 

 11 participants indicated that they had documents that they would like to share 

through the GMEF Repository. GMEF will follow-up to populate the repository. 

 

CLOSING  

The Moderator, Mrs. Dede Bedu-Addo, in her closing remarks entreated participants to go and 

practise M&E well, educating others on what they had learnt. She expressed her pleasure at the 

fact that the dialogue was successful and thanked all present for coming, contributing and 

waiting till the end of the forum. She, then, encouraged and reminded participants to fill out 

the GMEF membership forms to become members of the Forum. The announcements were 

made and a closing prayer said by Mr Daniel Essel at 2:35pm. It was followed by the taking of 

a group photograph and lunch. 

 

LIST OF APPENDICES 

1. List of Participants 

2. Programme  

3. Presentations of Speakers 

4. Pictures (overleaf) 
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Pictures of the Kumasi Forum 

 

Group picture after the forum 

 

          Some participants in the forum                   The panel of presenters 

 

 

                                        A cross section of the participants at the forum.    

   


