
Evaluations that ‘Leave No One Behind’: Decolonizing Canada’s 

International Assistance Evaluations in Africa 

by 

Maegan McKay 

B.A. (Global Development Studies), University of the Fraser Valley, 2019 

Project Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the 

Requirements for the Degree of 

Master of Public Policy 

in the 

School of Public Policy  

Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences 

 

© Maegan McKay 2022 

SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY 

Spring 2022 

 

 

Copyright in this work is held by the author. Please ensure that any reproduction  
or re-use is done in accordance with the relevant national copyright legislation. 



ii 

Declaration of Committee 

Name: Maegan McKay 

Degree: Master of Public Policy 

Title: Evaluations that ‘Leave No One Behind’: 
Decolonizing Canada’s International Assistance 
Evaluations in Africa 

Committee: Chair: Genevieve LeBaron 
Professor, Public Policy 

 Olena Hankivsky 
Supervisor 
Professor, Public Policy 

 Maureen Maloney 
Examiner  
Professor, Public Policy 

  

  

  

  

  



iii 

Ethics Statement 

 



iv 

Abstract 

The role of evaluation in reaching development outcomes, such as the Sustainable 

Development Goals, is key. There are growing calls from African evaluators for the 

transformation and decolonization of evaluation to ensure that development ‘Leaves no 

one behind.’ Despite Canada’s focus on equitable development and partnerships 

through practices such as the Feminist International Assistance Policy, significant 

challenges remain. Through an examination of Africa, which is a primary focus of 

international assistance in Canada, this study investigates how decolonization in 

evaluation can be operationalized. Through a literature review, expert and informant 

interviews, and jurisdictional scan, four policy options are analyzed and recommended 

through an implementation framework. The short-term recommendations call for more 

meaningful engagement of African evaluation approaches through evaluation terms of 

references and evaluation steering committees, and the creation of knowledge sharing 

plans. The long-term recommendations call for the implementation of evaluation-

capacity-building projects and a pre-qualified pool of evaluators and firms from Africa. 
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Glossary 

Decolonization Dr. Bagele Chilisa (2012) conceptualizes decolonization as a process 
and an event which “centers the worldviews of the colonized Other.” 
Decolonizing evaluation is seen by Chilisa (2015, p. 34) as a 
“restructuring of power relations,” in evaluation knowledge production. 

Evaluation The Government of Canada defines evaluation as a “systematic 
and neutral collection and analysis of evidence to judge merit, worth or 
value” (Canadian Evaluation Society, 2016; Treasury Board of Canada 
Secretariat, 2016). 

Evaluation Capacity Building ECB is an “intentional process” that seeks to enhance the ability of a 
group or organization to conduct or use evaluation and is primarily 
used in international assistance to support evaluators and 
methodologies from developing regions (Labin et al., 2012, p. 308). 

International Assistance  Defined by the Government of Canada as “funding provided by 
government for international development, international financial 
institutions, global peace and security, crises overseas and 
international development research” (Legislative Services Branch, 
2022). 

International Assistance 
Envelope  

Defined by the Government of Canada as “Canada’s main instrument 
for coordinating its international assistance, including official 
development assistance. The International Assistance Envelope funds 
Global Affairs Canada’s International Development Assistance 
Program as well as international assistance components of other 
government departments” (GAC, 2019c). 

Made in Africa Evaluation “Evaluation conducted based on AfrEA and other VOPE standards, 
using localized methods or approaches with the aim of aligning the 
evaluation to the lifestyle and needs of African people and also 
promotes African values,” Omosa et al. (2021; pg. 91). 

Official Development 
Assistance  

Defined by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) as “the key measure used in practically all aid 
targets and assessments of aid performance,” (2013). 

Defined by the Government of Canada as international assistance: (a) 
that is administered with the principal objective of promoting the 
economic development and welfare of developing countries, that is 
concessional in character, that conveys a grant element of at least 
25%, and that meets the requirements set out in section 4 in the 
ODAAA; or (b) that is provided for the purpose of alleviating the effects 
of a natural or artificial disaster or other emergency occurring outside 
Canada (Legislative Services Branch, 2022). 
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Executive Summary 

There are increasing calls for mutual accountability and autonomy for the Global 

South in achieving development outcomes, and this can be found in the Paris 

Declaration, Busan Partnership for Effective Development, Accra Agenda, and 

Sustainable Development Goals (OECD, 2008; United Nations, 2019). In alignment with 

mutual accountability, strong advocacy has emerged in the Global South, particularly in 

Africa, that is calling for the decolonization of evaluation in international assistance 

(AfREA, 2007; Chilisa, 2015).  

Evaluation has become a necessary aspect of international assistance, and is 

arguably “at the heart” of making development co-operation effective at reducing poverty 

(OECD, 2013, p.5; Lemire, 2020; Mbava & Dahler-Larsen, 2019).  Evaluations could 

have the capacity to build more equitable partnerships between Northern and Southern 

institutions, support mutual accountability and ownership for those most affected by 

international assistance, and inform and question future development work and 

international assistance priorities (OECD, 2013; Patton, 1997; Mbava & Dahler-Larsen, 

2019). Building more equitable evaluation ecosystems that are reflective of the realities 

and values of those most affected could support the building of equitable development 

that leaves no one behind. Commissioners of evaluation in the Global North, including 

Canada, are therefore under increasing pressure from African evaluators to consider 

how to support evaluations that “serve development” (Ofir, 2013, p.585). 

Since the time where evaluations became a necessity in international assistance, 

the conducting of these assessments has remained donor-driven and subsequently 

beneficial to those donors (Chilisa, 2015). Further, evaluation knowledge production 

continues to prioritize Northern approaches and evaluators primarily situated in the 

Global North (Ofir, 2013; Frehiwot, 2019; Chilisa, 2015; Omosa et al., 2021). Without 

action, evaluation in the Global South will remain extractive, and will continue to be 

rooted in Western models, thus reinstating the colonization of Africa and silencing 

Indigenous ways of knowing (Omosa et al., 2021; Cloete, 2016; Chilisa, 2015). This 

system also threatens the quality of evaluation, as many Northern-created evaluation 

approaches that countries such as Canada use are found to be unsuitable in Southern 

contexts where differing epistemologies, principles and practices prevail, thus 

necessitating a shift away from this “one-size-fits-all” approach that leads to “flat 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/peer-reviews/12%20Less%20eval%20web%20pdf.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/dac/peer-reviews/12%20Less%20eval%20web%20pdf.pdf
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evaluation models” (Cloete, 2016; Omosa et al., 2021, p.5). Shifting the power structures 

and assumptions that underpin the current evaluation system may foundationally support 

the questioning of the way international assistance is conducted and governed (Chilisa, 

2015; Ofir, 2013). 

Canada is a strong development partner in Africa with a focus on equitable 

development that ‘Leaves no one behind’ (LNOB) (United Nations, 2019). This principle 

represents a commitment to end poverty, discrimination, and exclusion, and reduce 

inequalities that limit the “potential of individuals and humanity” (Ibid).  Despite this, 

Canada’s international assistance evaluation practices and policies could better align 

with the principle of LNOB (Omosa et al., 2021; Cloete, 2016).   

 In response, this study identifies the key gaps and promising practices in 

Canada’s international assistance evaluations, and subsequently provides policy 

solutions that align with the call for the decolonization of evaluation.  

The qualitative methods used in this study include a literature review, a 

jurisdictional scan, and 18 interviews with African evaluation experts (n=7), GAC 

evaluators (n=6), International evaluation experts (n=2), and other Northern government 

representatives (n=3). Four key actions were identified to decolonize evaluation by 

interviewees: (1) Meaningful engagement of African evaluators; (2) Meaningful 

engagement with African approaches, (3) Positioning evaluation use for learning in 

Africa, and (4) Evaluation Capacity Building. The interviews and literature revealed that 

Canada’s international assistance evaluations lack meaningful engagement with African 

evaluators, evaluation results are often not positioned or shared with Africans, and the 

methods used in these evaluations are primarily Northern and driven by internal 

timelines and Canada is not comprehensively or formally working to build the evaluation 

ecosystems in Africa (OECD, 2016; Global Affairs Canada; 2018). Despite this, not only 

has Canada exhibited the political will to improve the way international assistance 

evaluations occur, but some of Canada’s international assistance evaluations exhibit 

promising practices that could be scaled across the organization and formalized.  

The jurisdictional scan revealed that the countries scanned in the Global North 

(Germany, United States, and New Zealand) are instituting some progressive practices 

that could be improved by explicitly incorporating African approaches and evaluators. It 
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was also found that Global North countries, such as Canada, should be looking to Global 

South evaluators and countries such as South Africa for policy approaches that 

incorporate local evaluation ecosystems. 

Four policy options were evaluated to address the identified issues in Canada 

that are withholding the decolonization of evaluation as called for by Africans:  

Redesigning the Terms of Reference (TOR) process and formalizing Evaluation Steering 

Committees (ESC); Building a Southern Evaluator Pool; Instituting Knowledge Sharing 

Plans; and Evaluation Capacity Building (ECB). The options were evaluated using 

multiple criteria policy analysis.  In the short-term, the implementation framework 

recommends the redesigning of the TOR process and knowledge sharing plans, 

followed by the more complex options of a Southern evaluator pool and funding for ECB 

recommended in the long-term. In tandem, the framework recommends that the changes 

commence with a training and acknowledgement statement and finish with the scaling 

up of these actions to other regions in the Global South that Canada is engaged in.
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Chapter 1.  
 
Introduction 

Canada is a signatory of the SDG Agenda 2030 which calls for a change in the 

way development is approached through the guiding principle of LNOB (UN, 2019). This 

is coupled with Canada acting as a leader in equitable development with the Feminist 

International Assistance Policy (FIAP) (Global Affairs Canada, 2019f). Domestically, 

national attention has been given to reconciliation efforts with Indigenous peoples to 

address the country’s colonial legacy and present-day implications (Crown-Indigenous 

Relations and Northern Affairs Canada; 2020). Further, Canada has made aid 

effectiveness and evaluation key aspects of its strategies and programs and prioritizes 

work in Africa with 42 percent of its bilateral official development assistance 

disseminated on the continent in 2019-2020 (GAC, 2013; OECD, 2020a).  

While equitable development and reconciliation have become growing priorities 

in Canada and leadership in this area has been witnessed, the potential of Canada’s 

international assistance has not yet been realized and this can be observed in the 

evaluations conducted in Africa and other regions of the Global South. Canada is noted 

among countries with limited collaboration with Global South countries in international 

assistance evaluation (OECD, 2016; Essex, 2021), and can be seen as reinstating the 

“Western domination of evaluation approaches and practices in Africa” (Cloete, 2016, 

p.56). Canada is one of many Northern countries facing these gaps, as less than a 

quarter of the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) members involve 

stakeholders in evaluation design, and even less in the planning and preparation of 

evaluations (OECD, 2016). Despite this, there is a recognition, in statements made by 

Global Affairs Canada (GAC), that more must be done to reform and improve evaluation 

approaches to align with calls for change and ensure more equitable power dynamics 

between the Global North and South (GAC, 2021). 

The purpose of development work is to achieve results that ensure social 

betterment for all, and build a more equitable world (OECD, 2013). Therefore, the 

significance of evaluation in assessing the achievement of key development outcomes, 

such as the SDGs, cannot be understated. Evaluations provide accountability, learning, 
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and inform future development work and international assistance priorities (OECD, 2013; 

Patton, 1997). Evaluations can question the way development is conducted and can be 

a tool for hearing the voices of those most affected by this work for mutual accountability 

and ownership (Ofir, 2014). But current evaluations by Northern governments instill 

approaches that are not inclusive of local evaluators or the broader African community 

and are therefore limiting the potential of evaluation as a tool for instilling equitable 

development and assessing the real effects of international assistance on those most 

affected (Frehiwot, 2019).  

There are increasing calls from the African evaluation community for the 

decolonization of evaluation for development, which is believed to be a necessary step 

in ensuring quality evaluations that “serve development,” and are ‘Made in Africa’ 

(Frehiwot, 2019; Hubib 2018; Chilisa, 2015; Ofir, 2014). Made in Africa evaluations are 

conducted using African evaluation approaches, acknowledge the ways of living and 

needs of Africans, and “promote African values” (Omosa et al.,2021; pg. 91). The growth 

and advocacy for evaluation practice in the Global South, particularly in Africa, 

necessitates the use of evaluation policies and practices to ensure that localized voices 

play a role (Hubib, 2018). 

While the calls for decolonization in evaluation are growing in Africa, no explicit 

amplification, acknowledgement, or action has been witnessed by Northern governments 

engaged in the continent such as Canada. Therefore, this study aims to address the 

policy problem: The International Assistance Evaluation System in Canada is colonial 

and inhibiting the efficacy of Canadian-funded international assistance efforts in Africa. 

Although there is growing pressure and calls to improve evaluation efforts in the African 

context, little research has been conducted to examine how this can be operationalized 

in the Canadian policy sphere. Further, there is little understanding as to where the gaps 

are in Canada’s international assistance evaluation practices and policies. This study 

aims to recommends a policy framework to operationalize this call in Canada’s 

international assistance evaluations in Africa and ultimately improve Canada’s role as a 

leader in equitable development on the continent. 

Chapter 2 of this study summarizes the policy context surrounding Canada’s 

international assistance evaluations, and Chapter 3 provides an overview on the 

decolonizing evaluation discourse from Africa. Chapter 4 describes the methodologies 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/peer-reviews/12%20Less%20eval%20web%20pdf.pdf
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used in this study, which includes a literature review, a jurisdictional scan, qualitative 

interviews, and limitations. Chapter 5 and 6 provide key findings from the jurisdictional 

scan and interviews, and policy options are generated from this research in Chapter 7.  

The final chapters explore an implementation strategy and essential considerations for 

decolonizing evaluation of international assistance in Canada. 
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Chapter 2.  
 
Canada’s International Assistance Evaluation 
Policies & Practices 

2.1. Canada’s Approach to International Assistance in 
Africa 

Canada is a strong provider of international assistance in Africa and is well-

placed to support the calls for evaluation transformation and decolonization. To illustrate, 

Canada is a leader in equitable development with key documents that guide this work 

such as the FIAP, and values “global citizenship and equity” as noted in the Official 

Development Assistance Accountability Act (ODAAA) (Hornsby, 2014; Legislative 

Services Branch, 2022). Canada is the ninth largest provider of Official Development 

Assistance (ODA) in Africa with CAD $6.3 billion spent in 2019-2020 (GAC, 2019a; 

Hornsby, 2014; GAC, 2021b; OECD, 2020a). In 2017, Canada committed to no less 

than 50 percent of its bilateral ODA to Africa by 2021-22 (GAC, 2019a). According to 

Canada’s calculations, bilateral ODA reached 42% in 2019-20 (OECD, 2020a).  

2.1.1.  Evaluation at Global Affairs Canada 

Canada has made aid effectiveness and evaluation key aspects of its 

international strategies and programs (GAC, 2013). Canada’s international assistance 

envelope (IAE) is primarily led and delivered through Global Affairs Canada (GAC), 

which received $4,845 million of Canada’s ODA for 2019-2020 (GAC, 2021b). A central 

part of this work is evaluation.  

Evaluation is “at the heart” of making development cooperation effective at 

reducing poverty, and it can be used to improve policies, programs and projects (OECD, 

2013, p.5; Chirau, Tirivanhu, & Ramasobana, 2019; Patton, 1997) . The Government of 

Canada sees evaluation as a “systematic and neutral collection and analysis of evidence 

to judge merit, worth or value,” that informs decision-making, transparency, and 

innovation (Canadian Evaluation Society, 2016; Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 

2016, July 1). According to the OECD, most evaluations follow a process of defining the 

purpose, planning, designing, implementing, reporting, and using or sharing the results 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/peer-reviews/12%20Less%20eval%20web%20pdf.pdf
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(OECD, 2010). Evaluation remains inherently value-based, meaning that the lived 

experiences of the evaluators coupled with the amount of stakeholder engagement 

shape and form the evaluation processes and outcomes (Mbava & Dahler-Larsen, 2019; 

Chilisa, 2015; Mbava & Chapman, 2020). 

GAC has three types of evaluations: (1) Mandatory evaluations which include 

programs with average annual disbursements of $5M or greater; (2) Discretionary 

evaluations which include programs listed in the GAC Program Inventory, programs with 

5-year average annual expenditures of under $5M, and other priorities and initiatives; 

and (3) Decentralized evaluations that are often led by external firms (GAC, 2015). 

Decentralized evaluations are overseen by the Decentralized Evaluation Services Unit 

and are primarily for projects. The Evaluation Services Learning Division (PRE) provides 

support and technical assistance to decentralized evaluations and builds internal 

evaluation capacity (OECD, 2016; GAC, 2021a). There is limited transparent information 

on which organizations conduct these decentralized evaluations, and only some 

decentralized evaluations are published1 (GAC, 2019b).  

Mandatory and Discretionary evaluations fall under the Evaluation Division 

(PRA). There are two types of evaluation within this division: (1) The international 

assistance evaluations which assess all programs that are funded from the IAE, and (2) 

The diplomacy, trade, and corporate evaluations which assess the remainder of the 

GAC’s programs (GAC 2019b). Both primarily conduct evaluations in-house, and are 

supplemented by consultants when necessary (GAC, 2019b). Canada has an 

awareness of the need for increased engagement with developing country evaluation 

systems and methods of participation through Evaluation Capacity Building (ECB), but 

methods such as ECB are “not part of the official responsibilities” of the evaluation 

function (OECD, 2016, p.100).  

  

 

1 Only the executive summary of the decentralized evaluations is posted (GAC, 2019b). 
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Table 2.1. Division of Labour for Evaluations at GAC 

Evaluation Type Description Department 

Mandatory Corporate evaluations that must be done or 
are required by Treasury Board 

PRA (Conducted primarily in-house) 

Discretionary Corporate evaluations identified based on 
departmental priorities, risks and needs 

PRA (Conducted primarily in-house) 

Decentralized Evaluations that must “contribute to poverty 
reduction, take into account the perspectives 
of the poor, and be consistent with human 
rights standards” (GAC, 2019c).   

Programs manage with use of 
external firms. Supervision and 
support from Decentralized 
Evaluations Service Unit and PRE. 

 

GAC has a rolling departmental work plan that is revised every 5 ye (GAC, 

2021a). From 2021-22 to 2025-26, GAC’s evaluation work plan identifies that 4 large-

scale evaluations of international assistance and trade in Africa will occur (Ibid). The 

planned number of decentralized evaluations in Africa is not publicly disclosed, as they 

are not “considered to be public opinion research,” but it is noted in the plan that 90 

decentralized evaluations were supported in 2020-21 (Ibid).  

2.2. The Policy Context 

GAC’s evaluations are primarily governed by the Policy on Results (PoR) and 

Directive on Results which were instituted in 2016, and the OECD-DAC Standards of 

Evaluation (GAC 2019b).  

2.2.1. The Policy on Results 

According to Smith (2019), the objectives of the PoR and directive are:  

1. To improve the achievement of results across government; and  

2. To enhance the understanding of results the government seeks to 
achieve, does achieve, and the resources used to achieve them. 

The PoR exhibits a flexibility that allows for departments such as GAC to have 

autonomy over how to cluster program inventory outcomes for evaluations. For example, 

GAC may conduct evaluations for a country or region or by themes or programs (GAC, 

2019e; Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 2017). The Directive of Results identifies 

the requirements for supporting the implementation of the PoR across federal 

departments such as the Five-Year Work Plans for evaluations within departments and 
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has key standards for the conducting of evaluations and reporting in the federal 

government (Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 2017). Key directive standards are 

that evaluation should be carried out by an evaluator or team that “possesses the 

knowledge and competence required,” evaluations should use gender-base analysis 

where relevant, include “sufficient” consultation with stakeholders, be guided by a 

steering committee where relevant, and include mixed methods (Ibid). 

2.2.2. Feminist International Assistance Policy  

Additionally, the Feminist International Assistance Policy (FIAP) plays a critical 

role in Canada’s international assistance and subsequent evaluations. In sum, the FIAP 

aims to engender a flexible evaluation approach that considers local needs which can 

improve the lives of the most vulnerable (GAC, 2021b). 

According to the Feminist Approach: Innovation and Effectiveness Guidance 

Note, released in 2019 (GAC, 2019f), there are key principles which underpin Canada’s 

feminist approach to international assistance and evaluation: participation of women and 

girls and others that face discrimination, and transparency and accountability in ensuring 

that evaluations inform policies (Ibid). This note also calls for the addressing of 

“structural barriers” that prevent traditionally marginalized organizations from working 

with GAC, the inclusion of organizations from the Global South on conversations 

regarding funding accessibility, increased flexibility in responding to local contexts, 

engaging diverse groups during the evaluation process, and using methodologies that 

can meaningfully include those most affected by development (Ibid).  

2.2.3.  Terms and Conditions for the IDAP 

The Terms and Conditions for the International Development Assistance 

Program (IDAP) establishes the ways in which GAC can disseminate international 

assistance. The IDAP expenditures must “contribute to poverty reduction, take into 

account the perspectives of the poor, and be consistent with human rights standards” 

(GAC, 2019c). Section 6: Eligible Expenditures affects decentralized evaluations, and 

these evaluations fall under a different budget than PRA evaluations. Therefore, the 

decentralized evaluations must align with the IDAP principles, thus making evaluation a 

development activity more so than the corporate PRA evaluations (Ibid).  
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According to Section 4, programming at GAC is how the IDAP will reach its 

results. This manifests through 2 types: (1) Bilateral Programming which allows the 

Government of Canada to support recipient countries through local governments and 

organizations or select development initiatives that are planned and implemented by 

other donor countries, Canada,  international partners, and regional partners, and (2) 

Multilateral Programming which supports sustainable development through long-term 

support to multilateral and humanitarian institutions and the provision of programming 

that aligns with specific objectives for Canada or the recipient country (GAC, 2019c). 

2.3. Transforming Evaluation in Canada 

Canada aligns itself with the United Nations (UN) SDGs, the Paris Declaration, 

the Accra Agenda and Busan partnership which all call for a balance of power in 

development cooperation, Southern ownership, and mutual accountability (Frehiwot, 

2019; (OECD, 2013; GAC, 2019c). These documents signify the need for equitable 

international evaluation capacities to make evidence-based decisions in development 

(UN, 2019; Frehiwot, 2019). GAC’s policies such as the FIAP, ODAAA and the Terms 

and Conditions for the IDAP all identify the need for Southern voices in decision-making 

for development. In addition, there are three key moments where Canada has exhibited 

either political will or an attempt to transform evaluation to ensure a more equitable 

international evaluation ecosystem. 

For example, GAC’s 5-Year Work Plan in 2013 highlighted the saliency of 

EvalPartner’s global movement to strengthen national evaluation capacities through the 

2015 International Year of Evaluation including the need to increase engagement with 

Global South evaluation functions (GAC, 2013). Further, GAC has also exhibited a 

commitment to supporting national evaluation capacities by recently becoming a 

contributor to the Global Evaluation Initiative (GEI). As a World Bank institution, the GEI 

seeks to build evaluation capacity in the Global South (GEI, 2021). 

The workplan also recognized the 2005 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness, 

and GAC recognized the need for contextually specific evaluation approaches and the 

calls for Southern-led evaluations and joint evaluations between Canada and countries 

in the Global South (GAC, 2013). 
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GAC’s 2016 International Assistance Review (IAR) also acted as a recognition 

on calls for transformation in the current evaluation system (OECD, 2017b; GAC, 

2019d). Through public consultation, the IAR provided key recommendations on how 

Canada can improve its international assistance programming. The recommendations 

regarding evaluation were separated into issues: transparency and effectiveness (GAC, 

2019d). On transparency, GAC heard that it needs to conduct “regular engagement and 

open dialogue” with partner countries about programming approaches, evaluation results 

and lessons learned. On issues of effectiveness, participants called on GAC to 

understand local power structures, build government capacity to deliver services, 

decentralize decision-making and strengthen expertise in the field to increase 

responsiveness to different contexts, ensure that local partners collect data on specific 

indicators, work within aid-effective frameworks that increase country ownership and 

support locally led plans, and design programs and evaluations to suit the context and 

local needs (Ibid). 

As noted, the Feminist Approach: Innovation and Effectiveness Guidance Note 

was a shift in evaluative thinking that identified the need for more inclusion of the Global 

South, particularly in the way it frames the removal of structural barriers for Southern 

organizations and mutual accountability (GAC, 2019f).  

2.4. Colonialism in International Assistance Evaluation  

Despite these developments, Canada’s international assistance evaluations have 

not adequately evolved and arguably continue to prioritize Global North approaches and 

evaluators, evaluations are primarily positioned as useful for internal purposes and not 

for learning in the Global South, and there is limited engagement in the building of the 

evaluation ecosystems in the Global South (OECD, 2016, p.100; Cloete, 2016; Chillisa & 

Martens, 2021). There also tensions between what should be evaluated to support 

domestic political interests and what those from the Global South would like to see 

evaluated (Essex, 2021). Canada has focused on bilateral and multilateral collaborations 

with Northern institutions such as the UN, but these partnerships do not extend to 

Southern governments or organizations (OECD, 2016). Further, a Meta-Evaluation of 

GAC’s decentralized evaluations found that the positioning of findings was poor because 

knowledge sharing (KS) to peer agencies, partners or the public did not occur (GAC, 

2018). It was recommended that GAC have a space online to share the findings of these 
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evaluations and that these evaluations be published and shared in creative ways (GAC, 

2018). Although some executive summaries of decentralized evaluations are published, 

GAC has yet to formally engage Southern stakeholders in the sharing of findings for 

corporate and decentralized evaluations.  

Canada is not an anomaly in this space. Colonialism is embedded in all areas of 

international assistance which includes evaluations. This is a systemic issue facing most 

Northern countries, and it has critical implications on development outcomes (Ofir, 2013; 

Chilisa 2015). Northern organizations and governments conducting evaluations in Africa 

and other areas of the Global South are failing to shift this colonial evaluation system, 

but the SDGs and growing advocacy in Africa for the decolonization of evaluation set the 

precedent for a more equal playing field in all areas of development to ensure that no 

one gets left behind (OECD, 2016; Omosa et al., 2021).  
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Chapter 3.  
 
Decolonization of International Assistance 
Evaluation 

3.1. Calls to Decolonize Evaluation by Africa 

Africa is a key international assistance priority for many countries including 

Canada (OECD, 2020a; GAC, 2019). Over the past three decades, evaluation scholars 

and practitioners from Africa have questioned the Western worldviews controlling the 

dominant narrative on evaluation and have acted as advocative leaders in the Global 

South overall, particularly through organizations such as the African Evaluation 

Association (AfREA) (Mbava & Chapman, 2020; Omosa et al., 2021; Cloete, 2016). In 

response, African-centric evaluation has grown, and a call for the decolonization of 

evaluation has emerged (Mbava & Chapman, 2020; Chilisa, 2015; Ofir, 2021). According 

to Mjiba Frehiwot (2019), Made in Africa Evaluations (MAE) must begin with the 

decolonization of evaluation in Africa (p.23). In this context, decolonization can be seen 

as a process and an event which “centers the worldviews of the colonized Other” and 

helps the colonized to see themselves and their worldviews in knowledge systems such 

as evaluation. It also necessitates the “restructuring of power relations,” in evaluation 

knowledge production (Chilisa, 2015). 

 A key foundation of African knowledge is the ubuntu relational ontology. The 

philosophy of Ubuntu refers to a way of being and living that is built around respect for 

others and oneself (Chilisa et al., 2016). It is based on an isiXhosa proverb in Southern 

Africa: “A person is a person through their relationship to others” (Frehiwot, 2019, p.29). 

Ubuntu is key for evaluation frameworks because it identifies ways that evaluations 

should occur in Africa (Ofir, 2021; Omosa et al., 2021; Cloete, 2016). For example, 

evaluators using ubuntu principles should share personal relational information with the 

participants on their “family, history, clan, and totem” (Muwanga-Zake, 2009, p.418). The 

participants’ understanding of the evaluator determines the “quantity and quality” of 

information that the participant will share (Ibid). 
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3.2. African Actions to Decolonize Evaluation 

There are three ways in which African evaluators have sought to mobilize to 

decolonize evaluation. Firstly, Voluntary Organizations for Professional Evaluators 

(VOPE) are emerging which amplify the importance of African evaluation to 

governments, civil society, and the international community (IOCE, 2014). From a scan, 

38 different African VOPEs were found that represent countries and regions (see 

Appendix D). The African Evaluation Association (AfrEA) is a key VOPE that has 

increased the visibility of African evaluation (Gaotlhobogwe et al., 2018; Neirotti, 2012; 

Omosa et al., 2021).  

Secondly, these VOPEs create frameworks and standards for evaluation. To 

date, 7 key documents have been created that are standards or frameworks for African 

evaluation (Appendix E). These include the Made in Africa Evaluation (MAE) Approach, 

African Evaluation Guidelines (AEG), the Rights Responsive Evaluation Criteria, and 

more. Omosa (2021; pg. 91) defines MAE as: “Evaluation conducted based on AfrEA 

and other VOPE standards, using localized methods or approaches with the aim of 

aligning the evaluation to the lifestyle and needs of African people and also promotes 

African values.” According to Ofir (2013), the creation of evaluation standards and 

frameworks in Africa are an active resistance against the imposition of Western 

evaluation policies and standards. 

Additionally, important work has been undertaken to create and adapt 

methodologies and evaluation models for the African context (Omosa et al., 2021; 

Kasongo & Waller, 2020; Chilisa, 2015). African evaluators have sought to advocate for 

African evaluation through the adaptation and contextualization of Northern approaches 

(Mbava & Chapman, 2020; Chilisa, 2016; Mbava, 2016). For example, Chilisa (2016) 

reconceptualized the evaluation theory tree, which represents a framework of key trends 

in evaluation from the Global North (Alkin & Christie, 2013; Lemire et al., 2020) 

(Appendix A). The African evaluation tree (Appendix B) incorporates evaluation practices 

that prioritize African voices with key methodologies created by Africans (Chilisa, 2016).  

Another example is Nombeko Mbava’s adaptation of realist evaluation to align with the 

MAE approach (Mbava, 2016; Mbava & Chapman, 2020). Realist evaluation comes from 

European scholars and assess what outcomes are produced by what mechanisms and 

in what contexts, and has been adopted by the Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat 
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(2021) (Mbava, 2016; Pawson & Tilley, 1997). In doing so, this model provides a 

practical understanding of how an African approach to evaluation could be adopted for 

Western nations (Ibid). More examples of these adapted approaches can be found in 

Appendix C. 

Although advocacy for visibility of both evaluators and approaches are growing in 

Africa, Global North evaluators and practices still take precedence in international 

assistance in a way that reinstates colonialism and rarely benefits Africa (Mbava & 

Dahler-Larsen, 2019). Further, there is limited research on how Northern countries, such 

as Canada, can operationalize these calls to action and evaluation paradigms from a 

policy perspective to decolonize the evaluations of international assistance (Cavino, 

2013; Gaotlhobogwe et al., 2018). 
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Chapter 4.  
 
Methodology 

4.1.  Research Approach 

The project is a mixed methods qualitative research study which consists of a 

literature review, jurisdictional scan, and open-ended key informant interviews. This 

study received an ethics review and approval from Simon Fraser University’s Research 

Ethics Board. 

4.2.  Literature Review 

 Existing literature on decolonization in evaluation from an African perspective 

was critical to this research. Research and government reports, journal articles, and 

other academic works were reviewed to frame the policy problem. African authors were 

prioritized. The review built a foundation for the policy problem, detected key gaps and 

effects of the colonial evaluation system, informed interview questions, and identified 

actions for addressing the issue from an African perspective. 

4.3. Jurisdictional Scan  

The literature review and interviews identified four countries that exemplify 

promising practices in using equitable evaluation designs and methods, positioning 

evaluations for learning, building the evaluation capacity of the Global South, and 

incorporating Southern voices. The scan of the selected countries occurred primarily 

through a desk review with supplementary interviews with representatives from their 

evaluation functions. The countries included in the scan are Germany, United States, 

South Africa, and New Zealand. 

4.4.  Expert & Key Informant Interviews  

Eighteen semi-structured interviews were conducted with African evaluation 

experts (n=7), GAC evaluators (n=6), International evaluation experts (n=2), and other 
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Northern government representatives (n=3).  The interviews examined the evaluation 

practices of GAC, explored African evaluators’ principles for evaluation and attitudes 

towards international assistance evaluation, and collected valuable information from 

other countries on evaluation policies and practices. The interviews were qualitatively 

analyzed using Nvivo.  

4.5. Limitations  

4.5.1. The Colonial Nature of International Assistance and 
Development 

A finding within the literature and interviews was that international assistance 

was founded as a colonial project, and that decolonizing evaluation is not fully possible, 

nor should it be the final goal. This is a key consideration for this report and exemplifies 

that, although there are calls for decolonizing evaluation from an African perspective, the 

recommendations of this work merely scratch the surface of what decolonization should 

look like from an African perspective (Tuck & Yang, 2012). What has been made clear 

by African scholars is that a shift in evaluation knowledge production is necessary, and 

that other power shifts within international assistance are just as significant (Kasongo & 

Waller, 2020; Auriacombe & Cloete, 2019; Mbava & Chapman, 2020). 

4.5.2. Ethical Considerations  

A key focus was placed on engaging African evaluators and African academics 

who had experience working with or evaluating projects for Northern institutions. Some 

of these participants identified their positionality as being a part of a rural community or 

an Indigenous person. Despite this, the rural communities or Indigenous African peoples 

who are often systematically ignored in Northern evaluations of international assistance 

were not participants due to limitations in accessing these stakeholders, and the ethical 

considerations of interviewing a demographic that is often not engaged as leaders in 

development but are also over researched. Therefore, the personal and firsthand 

experiences of these groups are often not included directly but are shared through the 

African evaluators and academics who advocate for Indigenous methodologies and have 

lived experience working or living in these communities. 
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Chapter 5.  
 
Jurisdictional Scan 

According to the OECD Review of Evaluation Systems for Development 

Cooperation (2016), New Zealand, Germany, and USAID all exemplified promising 

practices in positioning evaluation for learning, ECB, and partnerships in evaluation. 

Further, these countries have robust international assistance portfolios. Through the 

interviews, it was additionally recommended that South Africa be added to the scan. In 

summary, there are a limited number of policies that are explicitly seeking to decolonize 

evaluation for development and engage Africans. Despite this, promising practices were 

gleaned that can be adapted to not only align with African principles but also for the 

Canadian context. A comparative view of the country's policies and practices can be 

found in Appendix 8.  

5.1. United States Agency for International Development 
(USAID) 

The United States’ (USA) bilateral ODA has been primarily focused on Africa and 

Asia, with USD $10 billion allocated to Africa in 2019 (OECD, 2021b). USAID is adopting 

a new vision of international assistance through Administrator Samantha Power, who 

announced that fifty percent of USAID programming will provide local communities with 

leadership in the co-designing of programs and priorities, in implementation, and 

evaluation by 2030 (Saldinger, 2021). Despite this, USAID follows a similar trend within 

Northern governments of not amplifying or engaging with African approaches and 

evaluators. 

5.1.1. Evaluation Purpose & Methods  

USAID’s evaluation policy conceptualizes evaluation as a balance between 

accountability and “learning to improve development outcomes,” which includes learning 

for “host governments” (USAID, 2016, p.3). USAID argues that both learning, and 

accountability can be achieved in evaluations, but this necessitates “intentional actions 

by senior management” to build an evaluation culture (Ibid, p.3). USAID’s evaluation 
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design and methods are chosen based on their alignment with the evaluation questions 

(Ibid, 2016). When deciding on methods, the evaluation policy outlines that both 

qualitative and quantitative methods are valuable and mixed methods are optimal 

(USAID, 2016).   

5.1.2. Evaluation Management  

The Office of Learning Evaluation and Research (LER), located in the Bureau of 

Policy Planning and Learning, is responsible for the guidance, support, and quality 

assurance of the evaluation process (OECD, 2016). Locating the evaluation unit within 

the policy planning and learning office was noted as a promising practice for corporate 

memory at both GAC and USAID (OECD, 2016; Interviews).  

The policy states that evaluations must be shared “as widely as possible,” 

particularly in the Development Experience Clearinghouse (DEC), which is a fully 

searchable portal of over 10,000 USAID evaluations that span decades (USAID, 2016, 

p.9; USAID, 2022). The DEC gives information for each evaluation on the document 

type, the authors, the evaluation organization(s), and publication date (USAID, 2022). 

5.1.3. Engagement with Southern Evaluation Systems  

The policy claims evaluations should be “oriented towards reinforcing local 

leadership” which means including evaluation specialists from partner countries to lead 

or be included in evaluation teams (USAID, 2016, p.9). USAID’s policy also calls for 

evaluations to build capacity within partner countries (Ibid).  

USAID has a mechanism within their evaluation contracting called the 

Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning Services Indefinite Delivery Quantity (IDIQ) contract 

which creates a pool of organizations for USAID to pull from for specific evaluations. 

These organizations must have a partnership with a local evaluation firm or be a 

Southern firm. These organizations can also share that they have been awarded this 

IDIQ contract publicly and share the evaluations they have worked on as part of their 

portfolio (Integrity Global, 2020).  This mechanism has been funded for three iterations 

of 5 to 7 years with a ceiling value between $455 to $655 million (USD) (Ibid; Banyan 

Global, 2021). 
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5.2. Germany  

The Germany Agency for International Cooperation (GIZ) is an international 

enterprise owned by the government that manages international assistance (GIZ 

Evaluation Unit, 2018). Similar to USAID, GIZ also has its own evaluation policy that is 

relevant to two other units that support evaluation: Deval, and the Kfw Development 

Bank (Ibid; OECD, 2016; European Association of Development Research and Training 

Institute, 2021). Most of Germany’s ODA has been concentrated in Africa since 2017 

(OECD, 2021). GIZ does not explicitly incorporate African knowledge and approaches, 

but there are promising practices exhibited in ECB by one institution, Deval, and 

therefore the focus on the scan is primarily on that department. 

5.2.1. Evaluation Purpose & Methods  

From DEval’s perspective, evaluations support evidence-based decision-making 

for Germany and partner countries, transparency and accountability, and organizational 

learning (DEval, 2018). The evaluation designs are primarily theory-based, and methods 

are interrelated with the rigour they provide, meaning that quantitative methods are still 

preferred in many evaluations, but the choice of methods is also related to what is best 

at understanding the issue or question (Ibid). 

5.2.2. Evaluation Management  

DEval engages reference groups (RG) in their evaluations (Deval, 2021). This 

group provides feedback during the evaluation design, inception, analysis, and reporting 

phases (Ibid) (Figure 5.1). DEval’s RGs can include stakeholders from within the 

German government, GIZ or KfW Development Bank. A key weakness of this reference 

group structure is that it doesn’t explicitly prioritize or engage members of partner 

countries (Interviews). 

 

Figure 5.1. Workflow of DEval Evaluations 
(Adapted from Deval, 2021) 

https://www.giz.de/en/downloads/GIZ_EVAL_EN_evaluation%20policy.pdf
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5.2.3. Engagement with Southern Evaluation Systems  

DEval sees ECB as a systemic approach with three tiers based on the identified 

needs of the local evaluation ecosystem (Deval, 2021; Deval 2020; Interviews) (Figure 

5.2). The approach is seen as a separate activity from the conducting of evaluations 

(Labin et al., 2012; Milstein & Cotton, 2000).  

 

Figure 5.2. Three-Level Approach for ECB at DEval 
(Deval, 2020). 

DEval has had 3 ECB projects: Foceval (2011 to 2018); Focelac (2015-2020); 

and Focelac-Plus (2020 onwards) (Klier, 2021). Focelac strengthened evaluation 

capacities and networks in Latin America through connections with Latin American 

VOPEs, the Costa Rican Ministry of Planning, and the Global Evaluation Institute (Klier, 

2021). Through a participatory approach, these partners decided how they would like to 

develop evaluation in the region, which led to a process of consolidating and amplifying 

information and practices that were already available in-country on evaluation which led 

to the creation of EvalParticipiva (Klier, 2021).  EvalParticipiva is a toolkit for evaluators 

who are conducting evaluations in Latin America, with a repository of localized 

participatory approaches, criteria, and standards (EvalParticipativa, 2021). The newest 

phase, Focelac+, will focus on Anglophone Africa (Interviews). 
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5.3. New Zealand  

New Zealand exhibits promising practices in Indigenization and conducting 

evaluations that give power back to the partner countries and evaluators. According to 

the OECD (2016), New Zealand was the only country in its review that was meaningfully 

engaging with partner countries in evaluations. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

(MFAT) is responsible for the majority of the country’s ODA and evaluations (OECD, 

2020a; New Zealand MFAT, n.d,). 

5.3.1. Evaluation Purpose & Methods  

Similar to the United States and Germany, the evaluation policy outlines the 

definition and purpose of evaluations and aligns with the OECD DAC Standards for 

Evaluation (New Zealand MFAT, 2020). MFAT evaluations are used to support 

evidence-based decision-making for program design, support improvement, promote 

transparency and accountability to parliament, New Zealanders, and partner countries 

(New Zealand MFAT, 2020; OECD, 2016). Evaluation methods and design arise 

primarily through the context and nature of the evaluation, and evaluation consultants 

and governance groups are involved in the selection of the evaluation design.  

5.3.2. Evaluation Management  

The Insights Monitoring and Evaluation (IME) Unit manages and supports 

evaluations (MFAT, 2020; OECD, 2016). Every 6 to 8 years, the MFAT will commission 

an independent evaluation of the overall engagement in Africa (New Zealand MFAT, 

2021). 

5.3.3. Engagement with Southern Evaluation Systems  

New Zealand MFAT’s Pacific engagement reveals promising practices. In 

September 2021, New Zealand shifted its approach to regional engagement in the 

Pacific from ‘Reset’ to ‘Resilience (New Zealand MFAT, 2021, p.1). This is framed by 

five principles, with two intersecting well with the African knowledge paradigm of ubuntu: 

(1) Tātai hono which refers to “shared history and meaningful relationships” shaping their 

engagements; and (2) Tātou Tātou which refers to the cooperation being underpinned 
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by relationships. There is a key focus on “relationship-based commissioning” (New 

Zealand MFAT, 2021, p.10). 

The MFAT prioritizes evaluators who incorporate cultural knowledge, skills and 

competencies, and country expertise (New Zealand MFAT, 2020). The MFAT is seeking 

to incorporate more local consultants and evaluators by building a local supplier base. 

Instead of creating a separate funding line like USAID, the MFAT is building a directory 

of evaluation consultants that can be called on to apply for positions (Ibid). 

The IME Unit engages in ECB activities that build evaluation practice and pilot 

localized and Indigenous methods of evaluation (New Zealand MFAT, 2020). In 

partnership with Pacific Community, and BetterEvaluation, a project launched in 2019 

sought to understand the current Monitoring Evaluation and Learning (MEL) system in 

the Pacific (Pacific Community Consulting, 2020). The “Pacific MEL Convening” had 87 

stakeholders from across 11 countries and used an Indigenous methodology, Talanoa, 

as part of the research (Pacific Community Consulting, 2019, 2020) (Figure 5.3). The 

key results were a Rebbilib (road map forward), and a call to action to build Pacific-led 

MEL (Ibid). The MFAT is seeking to increase the use of local epistemologies and 

methodologies moving forward (Interviews). 
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Figure 5.3. Stakeholder Engagement Method using Indigenous Methodology  
(Pacific Community Consulting, 2020). 
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5.4. South Africa 

South Africa plays a key role in diplomatic and anti-poverty initiatives in Africa 

and reveals strong connections to African evaluation in practice and policy that could be 

translated to Northern government systems.  

5.4.1. Evaluation Purpose & Methods  

Like Canada, South Africa has a National Evaluation Policy Framework (NEPF), 

but it is not specific to international assistance (Department of Planning Monitoring & 

Evaluation, 2019; Parliamentarians Forum for Development Evaluation, 2012). The 

NEPF highlights that evaluation is used to improve the performance of government 

programs through learning, accountability and decision making, while generating 

knowledge for research (Parliamentarians Forum for Development Evaluation, 2012; 

Department of Planning Monitoring & Evaluation, 2019).  

The design approach prioritized by South Africa is utilization-focused evaluation 

(Department of Planning Monitoring & Evaluation, November 2019). The methods 

chosen are based on the purpose of the evaluation and evaluation questions 

(Parliamentarians Forum for Development Evaluation, 2012). Like Canada’s Directive on 

Results, the NEPF calls for evaluations to be gender responsive (DPME, 2019). 

5.4.2. Evaluation Management  

The Department for Monitoring and Evaluation (DPME) manages monitoring and 

evaluation in the government. The DPME facilitates the creation of evaluation plans and 

helps manage evaluations in collaboration with departments (Parliamentarians Forum for 

Development Evaluation, 2012). 

5.4.3. Engagement with Southern Evaluation Systems  

South Africa meaningfully engages with African evaluators and approaches 

through a formalized partnership with the national VOPE called the South Africa 

Monitoring and Evaluation Association (SAMEA) (DPME, 2019). SAMEA cooperates 

with the DPME on the dissemination of evaluation results, the building of evaluation 
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standards, and encouraging citizen engagement (Ibid). The DPME Evaluation Standards 

were created in 2014 and highlight key competencies for supporting Southern evaluation 

(DPME, 2014). For example, the standards call for the dissemination of results in a way 

that is user-friendly and written in accessible language, the evaluation use should also 

benefit the evaluand where the evaluation took place, the design of the evaluation and 

TOR creation should engage key stakeholders, and the methods chosen must engage 

beneficiaries (DPME, 2014). Finally, South Africa is the only country sampled with an 

evaluation policy that explicitly mentions the use of the AEG (DPME, 2019). 

5.5. Summary of Analysis 

The scanning of governments revealed that there is an increased uptake in 

evaluation designs and methods that are progressive, such as utilization-focused, 

gender-responsive, and realist evaluation. Despite this, there is little to no focus on 

approaches that have been created in the Global South2. However, there are some 

overarching practices within each country that identify the political will to engage in the 

discourse surrounding decolonization in evaluation that could be contextualized to the 

Canadian context. As noted in Table 5.1, the promising practices in Northern countries 

were the use of RGs or Evaluation Steering Committees, ECB, procurement processes 

that are more inclusive of Southern firms, and Indigenous methodologies. South Africa 

revealed key actions that engage African approaches such as a partnership with SAMEA 

and the reference of the AEGs in their national evaluation policy.  

 

2 This statement is made with the exception of South Africa.  
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Table 5.1. Promising Practices from the Jurisdictional Scan 

Country Practice 

New 
Zealand 

Governance Groups and consultants that play a role in selection of evaluation design and 
methods; KS of Evaluation briefs; Joint or partner-led evaluations; Use of Indigenous 
methodologies.  

USA Procurement: Granting Mechanism that incentivizes engagement with Southern evaluation 
firms; DEC.  

Germany Instituting a clear RG process (Limitations in RG composition); Participatory and systemic 
ECB projects. 

South 
Africa 

ESCs for all evaluations; Evaluation Standards which include evaluators in the creation of 
the TOR; Partnership with SAMEA; AEGs were highlighted in the NEPF. 

 

To engage stakeholders, RGs or ESCs are witnessed in each country scanned. 

Germany’s RGs have a strong consultation process, and New Zealand’s governance 

groups help decide on evaluation design and methods in collaboration with the 

evaluators. South Africa’s ESCs are representative of the community which is a key 

strength. Other ways that governments sought to tie in localized voices included 

USAID’s procurement process that places Southern evaluation firms or those co-

facilitating into a pre-qualified pool. 

In the building of Southern evaluation ecosystems, Germany, and New Zealand 

both use ECB. Germany’s ECB model is systemic and participatory, and New Zealand’s 

recent ECB project used Indigenous methodologies. When it came to sharing results, 

only New Zealand noted that they share evaluation findings back with Southern 

stakeholders but USAID’s DEC acts as a transparent space for evaluations that ensures 

Southern evaluators get the recognition they deserve.  

In general, South Africa serves as a contrasting figure in comparison to the other 

countries scanned, partially because it is situated in Africa, but also because it engages 

with the African evaluation ecosystems through the acknowledgement of the AEG and 

cooperation with SAMEA.  

Excluding Canada and South Africa, the countries scanned have a specific 

evaluation policy for the international assistance department. In alignment with Trochim’s 

(2009) and Hubib’s views on evaluation policy (2018), the departmental evaluation 
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policies outlined what methods and designs for evaluation would be used, how the 

department conceptualized the definition and purpose of evaluation, who will conduct the 

evaluations, and how the results will be used. Although it is not department-specific, 

South Africa’s evaluation standards created in collaboration with SAMEA act as a 

tangible example of how evaluation policies can prioritize localized voices (Hubib, 2018). 

The jurisdictional scan has provided key considerations for the proposal of policy 

options: (1) Countries in the Global North are instituting some progressive practices that 

could be adapted to suit the African calls for decolonization; and (2) Global South 

countries such as South Africa are exhibiting promising practices that Canada can learn 

from.  
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Chapter 6.  
 
Interview Findings 

Eighteen semi-structured interviews were conducted with evaluation experts and 

informants embedded in international assistance evaluation or Canadian international 

assistance evaluation. These included evaluation academics, employees working in 

international assistance evaluations in other countries, Canadian federal employees 

embedded in evaluations in Africa, and African evaluation experts (Appendix 7).  

While the participants came from a variety of backgrounds, all described that the 

current international evaluation system subscribed to by Northern countries such as 

Canada is colonial, that it should be rethought, and that Canada can play an important 

role in supporting the decolonization of evaluation. For example, a Northern evaluator of 

international assistance asserted “evaluation, in general, is a product of colonial attitudes 

and relationships between the Global North and Global South,” and another stated that 

“We should evaluate how we do the evaluation industry.” Decolonization in the 

evaluation of international assistance was seen as the amplification and use of African 

approaches and methods in evaluation and African evaluators, which aligns with the 

literature (Chilisa, 2016; 2015). As discussed below, these interviews helped identify and 

confirm the findings from the literature review, they provided important insights into 

Canada’s international assistance and evaluation practices, identified promising 

practices for change and provided insights into barriers and, potential policy options for 

moving towards decolonizing evaluation approaches and practices. 

6.1. Four Action Areas for Decolonizing Evaluation  

Key actions to decolonize evaluation were highlighted in the interviews. The 

following four areas were noted as necessary for starting the process of decolonizing 

evaluation in Northern countries such as Canada.  
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6.1.1. Meaningful engagement with African Methodologies & 
Knowledge 

The notion of meaningful engagement was highlighted by African evaluators as 

“more than an acknowledgement” that African evaluators and approaches exist, and 

instead must be a policy action that actively gives power back to Africans and provides 

autonomy, “empowerment,” and “equity” in the international evaluation ecosystem. This 

also aligned with key literature that found that a lack of engagement with Southern 

evaluation systems decreases the uptake and use of African evaluation, and inhibits its 

growth (Frehiwot, 2019; Chilisa, 2015; Omosa et al., 2021). 

Instilling African methodologies in Northern evaluation systems was seen as a 

key aspect of decolonizing evaluation. According to African evaluators, African 

evaluation “understands that development should be pro-African” and was 

conceptualized as “pushing for the MAE” evaluation approach by AfrEA. It was also 

suggested to have methods that are “embedded much more in African ways” such as 

“Ubuntu.” Other terms such as CRE and localization were noted, but it was made clear 

that the work of decolonizing evaluation is its own unique terminology used by African 

evaluators to take back power and amplify African evaluation that benefits the continent. 

Moreover, some terminology such as CRE, which is a Northern-originated approach, 

were seen as falling short in representing Africans, stating that “If you look at the 

Americans, they talk a lot about what they call culturally [responsive] evaluation, which is 

not necessarily my understanding of decolonization. I have limitations with stuff like that.” 

This may signal that, although some Northern approaches are becoming more 

progressive, they are still not sufficient at capturing the contextual specificity of African-

led and rooted approaches. This “copy and paste” use of approaches in evaluation was 

negatively perceived by African evaluators, because they exhibited “no consideration of 

the context and the culture” thus necessitating the use of African approaches on the 

continent. 

According to African evaluators, a spectrum of change is possible- from building 

on the status quo to a complete transformation. For example, decolonizing evaluation 

prioritizes “coexisting” and “contextualizing” but the “extreme” understanding of 

decolonizing evaluation would be to “remove anything not African.” Nombeko Mbava’s 

work on adapting the realist evaluation approach to the African context was noted as a 
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key method and example of contextualizing (Mbava, 2016). It was highlighted by an 

African evaluator as an approach that “shows how you bring in methodologies, African 

worldviews, African practices, and African values. The literature that I've read between 

Northern people doing evaluation in Africa, they have always complained of how in the 

end, the methods used do not bring accurate data because they are not contextualized. 

We are trying our best to contextualize from existing approaches.” It was also revealed 

that the realist approach by Mbava was being tested with governments such as South 

Africa. But gaps remain in “use” and “recognition” of these emerging approaches among 

Northern organizations and government which was seen as an “insult.” 

It was also brought up that the decolonization of evaluation is tied to feminism 

and gender-responsive evaluation. For example, according to an African evaluator, “It’s 

about equity. So, whether it's gender equity, or looking at Indigenization and issues 

related to decolonization, it's really about equity and ensuring access and control for 

marginalized people.” Another African evaluator exemplified the connectivity between 

the amplification of African approaches and the empowerment of the voices of women 

and girls by stating “If you're a feminist, you understand that if your [organization] is not 

sitting in a place where you're devoted to the empowerment of women and the way that 

they think, then what they say does not become visible… It is the same thing in 

evaluation.” This may be a key finding for Canada especially considering the FIAP, as it 

shows that the visibility of African evaluation and evaluators could be aligned with the 

FIAP’s principles of inclusion and participation for those who are marginalized. On the 

other hand, this relationship between decolonizing evaluation methods and feminist 

approaches was highlighted as a potential drawback due to the political nature of these 

terms. Another African evaluator stated that they have struggled to get people talking 

about decolonization in evaluation because “It's like feminism, just the word carries a lot 

of hidden meaning for some people, and they shy away.” Evaluation experts from Africa 

indicated that they receive pushback regarding this terminology and find that it is difficult 

to encourage uptake and use of African methods. Despite this, the international 

assistance evaluation system at GAC was seen by many participants as being open to 

innovative approaches that are potentially viewed as “antithetical to the way that we're 

supposed to think about evaluations being apolitical and objective.”  

Despite this openness to change and interest in innovation, there was a limited 

understanding of decolonizing evaluation and African evaluation discourse at GAC. 
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Participants revealed that they had not heard of the decolonizing evaluation discourse 

while at GAC but there was some awareness of organizations such as AfREA. It was 

also made clear that although the feminist evaluation principles were key to GAC’s work, 

yet evaluators lacked knowledge in African evaluation: “With feminist evaluation, it’s a 

good step. But I had not looked at it from a perspective of decolonization.” This shows a 

gap between what is occurring in evaluation knowledge production in Africa and the 

knowledge and education Canada is subscribing to. Further, there were concerns about 

the use of the FIAP without the input of African knowledge and methods, as there were 

experiences shared among participants where local communities felt as though the 

framework reinstated paternalism and lacked “contextual specificity.” As noted, GAC 

evaluators had a desire to learn, innovate, and “push the boundaries” in evaluation 

methods and thinking.  

As noted in the literature, Northern, extractive approaches to evaluation are 

primarily used by the representatives from Northern governments interviewed. For 

example, one Northern evaluator highlighted that “There's some pressure to have a 

survey, just because if it gets to the Treasury Board, it won't have the necessary 

credibility for evidence building. So, we want a correlational analysis. Whereas if you 

were to talk to your African partners, maybe that's not the best way to get the information 

that is important to them.” However, a clear distinction was made between the corporate 

PRA evaluations and the decentralized evaluations, which are instead a “development 

activity” meant to “benefit the recipient country.” Therefore, decentralized evaluations 

have more freedom to align with the needs of the Southern country. Despite this, using 

Global South evaluators and methods was still noted as a challenge that they are 

exploring to solve.  

All the representatives from Northern governments noted that their international 

assistance evaluation functions use the OECD DAC standards. Although it was 

suggested that these standards had improved in the most recent iteration in 2020, they 

were still perceived as donor-driven standards that continue to overshadow the African 

evaluation documents. An African evaluation expert that had advocated for shifts in the 

OECD DAC standards stated “We tried to input and influence the way they do things. 

And it basically boiled down to the North having their own way of doing things and think 

that it should be applied everywhere else,” and instead argued for the African Evaluation 

Guidelines for evaluations commissioned in Africa. This shows that there are 
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opportunities for learning in the North from African principles and a rethinking of what is 

defined as a quality evaluation.  

6.1.2. Meaningful engagement with African Evaluators & 
Communities  

Although African approaches and standards for evaluation do not necessarily 

need to be implemented by Africans (Chilisa, 2015), the meaningful engagement of 

African evaluators was argued to improve the quality and use of evaluations. The 

meaningful inclusion of African evaluators was seen as viable because there is an 

“incredible amount of local expertise” according to an African evaluation expert. Further, 

the need for Northern evaluations to include those with contextual knowledge and 

experience was highlighted as important since “Africa is not a homogenous space.” It 

was also discussed that the data may be enriched and less compromised because “[The 

interviewees] will be more comfortable to share those experiences when they work with 

African people.” This aligns with the literature that states quality evaluations are those 

that draw from worldviews and paradigms that are contextually relevant (Cloete, 2016; 

Omosa et al., 2021).  For example, a study of evaluations in South Africa edified that the 

evaluation practices by Global North organizations and governments were resulting in 

low quality evaluations (Mbava & Dahler-Larsen, 2019; Chirau, Tirivanhu & 

Ramasobana, 2019). This low quality was attributed to the evaluations not being 

attentive to the local contexts or methodologies that support African knowledge systems 

and values (Ibid). 

The meaningful engagement of African evaluators was referred to as the 

inclusion of evaluators for more than mere data collection, but instead allowing them to 

play a leading role in the construction, design and analysis of the evaluation. More 

specifically, an African evaluator asked for Northern functions to “Stop using African 

people only as data collectors or people who interpret; I can never degrade myself to be 

a data collector for some European people.” Participants emphasized that it was crucial 

that conversations and agreements regarding the evaluation design happen before the 

evaluation begins. In the words of one African evaluator: “I think it's engaging [African 

evaluators] before writing the terms of reference (TOR). Because by the time, it's already 

sort of solid in someone's mind.” Another African evaluator echoed this statement by 

sharing a personal experience from work with Canada: “The terms of reference letter 
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coming from Canada, when I worked with them, it was telling us what to do, you don't 

have room to think.” According to the interviews with African evaluators, the TORs must 

be a dialogue with evaluators, not a directive from the Northern commissioner or 

extractive process. 

When assessing the meaningful engagement of African evaluators at GAC, it is 

key to note that there have been shifts since the Coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic that 

have limited the extractive nature of evaluation for Canada. Prior to COVID-19, 

international assistance evaluators would often collect data for two weeks in the country 

as opposed to relying fully on local researchers. However, even when African evaluators 

are used currently, they are still given TORs and methodologies that are “chewed up,” 

and are then designated as data collectors without autonomy over designs or methods. 

For example, one evaluator from GAC stated that “We always work with a local 

researcher in some way or another. But it's more so to execute on a specific piece of 

work that we have identified for them,” which shows the focus on inclusion but not 

necessarily meaningful engagement.  

It was made clear that Northern evaluators and firms were generally more likely 

to lead Canada’s international assistance evaluations compared to Southern evaluators. 

According to an evaluator from GAC, they “spend a lot of time talking to evaluation 

functions in other wealthy European or North American countries but we don't engage as 

frequently with Southern ones.” Despite this, participants working in the evaluation of 

international assistance evaluations at GAC were aware that they “do not have all of the 

expertise in-house,” which may act to argue for the meaningful engagement of African 

evaluators and African evaluation organizations such as VOPEs. 

It was perceived by African evaluators that a lack of meaningful engagement with 

evaluators on the continent was interrelated with the perception that they are not as 

qualified or capable as Northern evaluators. This aligns with the literature, as a three-

three-country study on supply and demand for evaluation in Africa found that the 

tendency to use external, Northern evaluators was a “policy preference” rather than a 

supply issue (Fraser & Morkel, 2020, p.3; Kasongo & Waller, 2020). This indicates that 

there is likely not a limited amount of quality evaluators in Africa but merely a preference 

to work with Northern evaluators (Ibid). African interviewees attributed this to colonialism 

and racism exhibited by Northern governments, and one African evaluator challenged 
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assumptions of Northern evaluators by stating and asking: “Check your own worldviews. 

Do we believe that a black person like myself is competent enough to put together work 

equivalent to any other white person?”  African evaluators shared a feeling of 

discouragement regarding applying and supporting Northern evaluations due to a “glass 

ceiling in the Global South.” 

Despite the gaps in meaningfully engaging African evaluators, participants from 

GAC suggested that the department may have promising practices from the Evaluation 

of International Assistance Programming in Colombia (PRA, 2018). The team hired two 

feminist evaluators from Colombia to do a “participatory case study in the region” which 

“put these two researchers from the Global South in the lead doing participatory things, 

which is not the usual way of doing an evaluation.” Further, it was highlighted that an 

ongoing evaluation of the Women’s Voice and Leadership (WVL) Program is using a 

“Feminist evaluation framework” and including the participation of women’s rights 

organizations, implementing partners and GAC staff on the evaluation questions, the 

methodology used, and the use of a reference group. As noted by the GAC evaluators, 

these promising practices are not formalized across the organization, nor is it a standard 

practice among Northern governments.  

6.1.3. Acknowledging & Supporting African Evaluation & Expertise 

Due to colonization, participants indicated that African evaluation is quite new in 

comparison to Northern approaches to evaluation, and only “exploded 20 years ago, and 

it grew from when we were completely colonized.”  Therefore, the practical application of 

African evaluation for Northern governments remains somewhat ambiguous, and African 

evaluation experts indicated that evaluation in Africa needs capacity-building through 

time and resources to build actionable recommendations and methodologies.  This 

aligns with the literature that states African evaluation and evaluators have not been 

given enough time to flourish or decolonize the mind and field, especially due to the 

continued effect of colonialism (Cloete, 2016). By default, Western evaluation methods 

and evaluators continue to dominate, and the development of African capacities in 

evaluation is stunted (Ofir, 2013; Ibid). 

One participant noted that the African evaluation guidelines are helpful but “we 

really have to do more academic and practical work on exactly what that is.” This was 

https://www.international.gc.ca/gac-amc/publications/evaluation/2018/columbia-columbie.aspx?lang=eng
https://www.international.gc.ca/gac-amc/publications/evaluation/2018/columbia-columbie.aspx?lang=eng
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noted as challenging due to the prescriptive nature of evaluations for development from 

governments such as Canada. According to one participant, “The biggest challenge is 

that very often we are locked in a small room. We cannot think outside the box. A 

commissioned evaluation has its own restrictions, what you should do, and how you should 

do it. So, it doesn't give you enough room to let the [African] evaluation framework come out 

of the practice.”  In other words, the lack of practical approaches from Africa is linked to 

the inability to test and practice new and innovative techniques in Africa during 

commissioned evaluations from the North. 

African evaluators also called for equitable and improved access to resources to 

build African evaluation methodologies and approaches to solve the gap in the practical use 

of African evaluation for Northern governments. It was noted among the participants from 

Africa and the North that there are fewer resources offered to build African evaluation 

practice compared to Northern evaluation practice. One African evaluator described the 

dilemma as affecting the ability to research and grow: “Our academic centers [in Africa] are 

often ill-equipped for innovative work because there is no money and time. People who work 

as evaluators and as academics in this space are over-committed, extremely busy, don't 

have the luxury time to experiment, to innovate.” It was noted by African evaluators that they 

are offered less pay or overhead rates in comparison to their Northern counterparts.  

Northern evaluators also highlighted similar challenges in operationalizing feminist 

evaluation as well, stating that “Decolonizing evaluation is like the feminist evaluation 

approach, how do you do it practically?” This shows that both African and feminist 

evaluation are interconnected in the ways in which they have been less prioritized in 

research and practically used. This is especially significant when viewed through 

frameworks such as the ‘Rights Responsive Evaluation Criteria’ from the Africa Gender 

and Development Evaluation Network (AGDEN), and Canada’s focus on feminist 

international assistance. 

As noted, GAC does not currently engage in ECB activities formally, and this was 

reiterated in the interviews.  Despite the lack of formal ECB work, GAC evaluators 

working in PRA shared that the ongoing WVL Program evaluation exhibited some 

promising practices in ECB.  Like the Colombia evaluation, the team hired Southern 

researchers to lead and conduct case studies. As part of the finalization of the results, 

the evaluators went to the women’s rights organizations that were a part of the program 

to conduct a two-day workshop on contextually specific feminist monitoring and 
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evaluation approaches. A GAC evaluator stated that “groups received workbooks with all 

these concepts around feminism and practical exercises that their organization could 

work through to become better at doing feminist monitoring evaluation.” This identifies a 

foundation of building individual evaluation capacity, that could be built on to support the 

larger evaluation ecosystem. 

6.1.4. Rethinking the Purpose & Use of Evaluation  

The positioning of evaluation use in governments such as Canada was noted as 

a key barrier to decolonizing evaluation. It was indicated that evaluations are positioned 

to be useful for the donors primarily and the purpose and design of evaluations are 

donor-driven.  An African evaluation expert stated that “I think a lot of the evaluation is 

driven by donors as accountability,” and donor-driven evaluations were seen as 

synonymous with evaluations for “accountability” and “compliance.” This was reinstated 

by the literature, as evaluations are primarily for accountability and corporate learning for 

Northern donors and institutions such as GAC, the World Bank, Ford Foundation and 

more (Chapman et al., 2021; Cloete, 2016). Therefore, African evaluators are calling for 

an interrogation of who evaluations are positioned and useful for, since the current 

donor-driven nature of evaluation use is hindering growth of evaluation practice for 

Africans (Chapman et al., 2021; Mbava & Dahler-Larsen, 2019). 

PRA evaluators also indicated this, as they felt “accountable to our institution” 

and are therefore “not accountable to the beneficiaries of the programming.” There were 

also concerns about the “independence” of evaluations commissioned by the 

government and the “flexibility” of these evaluations which are primarily based on the 

reporting needs and timelines of the government and not based on the context or 

political viability of the evaluation. 

African evaluators recommended that evaluations be positioned more for 

“learning.” Learning evaluations were conceptualized by African evaluators as “more 

enriching than just accountability,” by giving learning opportunities to African evaluators 

to develop and commission evaluations innovatively, coupled with positioning 

evaluations and subsequent findings as useful to the communities being evaluated. This 

builds on the current discourse surrounding learning evaluations as still primarily 

beneficial to the Northern organization or donor for corporate learning, as opposed to 
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learning for Africans. African evaluators noted that the effect of donor-driven evaluations 

has led them to “turn down” job offers that are “going to result in not useful evaluations 

because some organizations are just doing tick boxes or compliance-based evaluations.” 

Despite this necessity to move away from purely donor-driven evaluation, the 

GAC evaluators indicated the need to balance both accountability and learning in the 

use of evaluations, because “there's an element of accountability to the Canadian public, 

that our taxpayer dollars are being used effectively3.” The GAC evaluators highlighted 

that “We kind of have to play with those two balls in the air, the accountability, and the 

learning,” indicating that there may be a way for these two uses to coexist while ensuring 

a stronger focus on independence and flexibility was suggested as a way forward.  

The evaluation that GAC conducted on Colombia programming did exhibit some 

promising practices in positioning evaluation use for learning. When the results of the 

evaluation were finalized, a “learning product” was created that the evaluators could 

share specifically with the community that was “tailored to their needs.” GAC worked 

with the local evaluators leading the assessment to build a video series on feminist 

evaluations. Further, these local evaluators participated in conference presentation with 

GAC to the Canadian Evaluation Society on their views on feminist evaluation. These 

examples show that GAC has the political will and ability to incorporate such practices 

that play a role in shifting the current evaluation system.  When sharing the results, the 

WVL evaluation also edified a new practice for GAC by presenting the evaluation 

findings to program stakeholders to get feedback and validation. In alignment with these 

promising practices, it was indicated at GAC that there is a desire to formalize better 

knowledge sharing (KS) to the communities evaluated. Despite these promising 

practices exhibited in the WVL and Colombia evaluation, GAC evaluators indicated that 

that these practices are not formalized across evaluations: “You go do your research, 

you write a report, the report goes to your senior management, and nobody locally sees 

it.” GAC’s corporate evaluations do not formally benefit those being evaluated, which is 

inherently linked to the evaluation use being primarily focused on GAC as the donor.  

 

3 As noted, decentralized evaluations differ in that they are not for accountability but 
conceptualized as a development activity that must benefit the recipient country. 
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Due to the donor-driven nature of development and international assistance, 

there were concerns about whether evaluation could be positioned differently or 

decolonized in general. An African evaluator highlighted the potential barriers, stating 

that “I'm not sure if decolonizing the evaluation of international assistance is possible 

because it's coming from donors. The whole enterprise of development assistance was 

based on a notion of colonial masters.” This was echoed by a Northern evaluator who 

stated that “I think because of the nature of our institution, it will be difficult to fully 

decolonize if ever.” 

Despite these concerns, it was made clear that addressing the colonial nature of 

evaluation is a viable first step, particularly because evaluation is a tool that should be 

assessing and deconstructing the “unequal power relations” that are “inherent to 

development practice.”  The colonial masters were conceptualized as the donors 

according to African evaluators, thus necessitating the shift away from purely donor-

driven evaluations that are only useful for compliance and accountability.  

Therefore, a shift in evaluation knowledge-production, through the calls for 

decolonizing evaluation, plays a role of addressing the priorities of the Global South 

instead of donor priorities. This was reflected by an African evaluator that stated 

evaluation should be used to rethink the overall system: “The whole institution has to 

review the way they relate with the Global South.” 
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Chapter 7.  
 
Policy Options 

This study analyzes four policy options that seek to operationalize the 

decolonization of international assistance evaluations in Canada. The options pull from 

African evaluation knowledge and evaluation approaches, the scanned countries, and 

the four key actions identified to decolonize evaluation by those interviewed: (1) 

Meaningful engagement of African evaluators; (2) Meaningful engagement with African 

approaches, (3) Positioning evaluation use for learning, and (4) ECB. The policy options 

also pull from the approach of African scholars who contextualize evaluation approaches 

used by Western evaluators to align with African knowledge (Mbava, 2016; Muwanga-

Zake, 2009)4. 

7.1. Redesign Terms of Reference Process & Formalize 
Evaluation Steering Committees 

This option proposes a shift in the evaluation management process (Kasongo & 

Waller, 2018; Fraser & Morkel, 2020, p.3).  Firstly, this policy action would formalize the 

involvement of selected African evaluators on the TOR (DPME, 2014). There should be 

a prioritization on approaches from Africa that align with ubuntu, such as Mbava’s realist 

evaluation design, and other methodologies listed in Appendix D.  

The second aspect of this policy option proposes the use of ESCs for all 

evaluations conducted at GAC. According to South Africa, an ESC’s purpose is to 

“safeguard credibility, inclusiveness, and transparency of the evaluation” (DPME, 2014, 

p.6). To identify and platform the voices of stakeholders, a proposed composition of the 

ESC can be found in Table 7.1 (DPME, 2014). Pulling from the DPME Standards for 

Evaluation (2014) and DEval (2021), the responsibility of the ESC includes providing 

feedback on the TOR, the Inception Report, the Final Report, supporting the knowledge 

transfer and overseeing recommendations implementation (DEval, 2021). After the 

 

4 See Appendix D for African methodologies and adapted approaches. 
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evaluation, the ESC provides feedback on the strengths and weaknesses of the 

evaluation process. 

Table 7.1. Proposed Composition of ESC 

Stakeholder Group Includes 

GAC PRA, PRE, Evaluation Managers, Evaluation 
Officers 

Other Partners Global Evaluation Institute, United Nations 
Organizations, Partner Donors, etc.  

Regional VOPE SAMEA, AGDEN, Uganda Evaluation Association 

(If there is not a specific regional VOPE, the default 
can be AfREA) 

Southern Evaluators Evaluators signed onto the project 

Academic/Sector Support Gender Advisors, Local community representation, 
African Evaluation Experts 

 

7.2. Build Southern Evaluator Pre-Qualified Pool 

This policy option aims to contextualize USAID’s IDIQ contracting mechanism by 

creating a pool of Southern evaluation firms and evaluators that GAC can use for 

competitive calls (Omosa et al., 2021; Cloete, 2016; Chilisa, 2015; AfREA, 2007). The 

pool’s criteria will include: (1) African evaluators, and (2) Evaluation Firms that are 

African-owned or Southern-owned5.  The contract start and end dates should align with 

the Five-Year Department Evaluation Plans. The evaluation firms should be pulled from 

for a minimum of 40% of all evaluations of decentralized evaluations in Africa, and 

African evaluators should be used in all PRA evaluations in Africa. The contracts should 

include an agreement that evaluation executive summaries, at the minimum, will be 

published on GAC’s evaluation reports website page with the names or organization that 

conducted the evaluation credited.  

 

5 An example of a Southern evaluation firm with strong work and lived experience in Africa would 
be Southern Hemisphere. 

https://www.southernhemisphere.co.za/About.aspx
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7.3. Knowledge Sharing Plans 

This policy option formalizes GAC’s promising practice of incorporating a learning 

product for the key stakeholders. Positioning evaluations as useful for African evaluators 

and the communities is key to building evaluations that are centered on learning, as 

opposed to only focusing on corporate learning for GAC (Chapman et al., 2021; Mbava 

& Dahler-Larsen, 2019; GAC, 2018). The literature review highlighted that the extractive 

nature of evaluations is negatively affecting evaluation quality in Africa, and GAC’s Meta-

Evaluation recommended the sharing of decentralized findings (Mbava & Dahler-Larsen, 

2019; Chirau, Tirivanhu & Ramasobana, 2019). 

Accordingly, this option would make mandatory a KS plan in every evaluation 

that includes at least one learning product for key stakeholders from the partner country, 

and one for the public. The KS can manifest through workshops, videos, conference 

presentations, or other creative ideas for sharing the knowledge with the key 

stakeholders and broader community on the findings. A key focus should be placed on 

sharing back with the key Southern stakeholders, and the language should be 

“accessible and user-friendly” (DPME, 2014). The outputs provided specifically to African 

stakeholders and communities should align with the relational principles of ubuntu which 

prioritize interdependence, harmonious relationships, and “other-regarding actions such 

as compassion and actions that are likely to be good for others” (Euwoso et al., 2019, 

p.93). 

7.4. Evaluation Capacity Building 

African evaluators called for a recognition and building of the African Evaluation 

ecosystem. However, at present, Canada does not formally engage in ECB activities 

despite the increased salience of this work in the countries scanned.  

The policy option proposes the creation of bilateral programming at GAC for ECB 

projects that are “geared towards individual and institutional capacity” and to building “a 

conducive environment for evaluations and their use” (Deval, 2020; EvalParticipiva, 

2021; Pacific Community Consulting, 2019, 2020). A key focus must be on ensuring that 

the ECB activities are not a transfer of knowledge from “developed” to “developing,” or 

focused on training, but instead prioritize the recognition and amplification of the African 

approaches and evaluators (Labin et al., 2012, p.308; Fraser & Morkel, 2020; Lewis, 
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2017, p.331). This programming would be based on Deval’s model of ECB, with some 

modifications from the other scanned countries, the literature review, and interviews 

(Klier, 2021) (Table 7.2). Like Deval, all ECB projects should begin with a needs 

assessment with the key stakeholders to identify what ECB activities should occur, and 

therefore the table below is not exhaustive, but identifies some ways in which ECB could 

manifest. GAC’s approach to ECB should be guided on the needs identified by the 

context.  

Table 7.2. Proposed Activities for ECB 

Activity Description 

Promoting 
Evaluation 
Capacities in public 
institutions 

The project works together with public sector institutions to support their ability to 
conduct evaluations and build in-country evaluators (Klier, 2021). 

Amplifying Inclusive 
and Indigenous 
Methodologies and 
Approaches 

Using EvalParticipiva (2021) as an example, the project partners with Southern 
“private and civil society actors” to support the planning, managing, implementing, 
and using evaluations (Klier, 2021). It takes stock of localized and Indigenous 
approaches to evaluation and amplifies them through KS tools (Omosa et al., 
2021; Kasongo & Waller, 2020; Chilisa, 2015). 

Promoting capacities 
for conducting high-
quality evaluations in 
selected Southern 
countries 

The project builds and platforms the work of emerging evaluators, builds 
networking opportunities for VOPEs and emerging Southern evaluations firms, 
and pilots Indigenous and localized methods of evaluation (Pacific Community 
Consulting, 2019, 2020; Klier, 2021; Appendix D; DPME, 2019). 

Promoting increased 
exchange between 
different 
stakeholders in the 
field of evaluation 

In alignment with SDG 17, this project acts as a convening mechanism for 
different actors in the Southern evaluation ecosystem through centralized systems 
such as AfREA to share ideas, work more effectively together, and increase the 
number of advocacy tools being created (such as AfREA’s MAE Approach, AEG) 
(Klier, 2021). 
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Chapter 8.  
 
Evaluation Criteria & Measures 

The criteria used to analyze the policy options includes effectiveness, administrative 

ease, political feasibility, and cost (Table 8.1). The six criteria are evaluated using three 

measures: Good Outcome (3), Moderate Outcome (2), and Poor Outcome (1). The 

findings from the qualitative interviews and jurisdictional scan were used to create the 

criteria and measures, informed the evaluation of the subsequent options, and 

determined the recommendation.  
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Table 8.1. Evaluation Criteria and Measures for Policy Analysis 

Objective Criteria Measure Score 

Key Objective 

Effectiveness 
(Inclusion and 
Participation)  

Double 
weight 

Meaningful engagement 
of African 
Evaluation Approaches 
& Local Methods 
(Inclusion) 

Significantly promotes the use of African 
approaches at GAC 

Good (3) 

Somewhat promotes the use of African 
approaches at GAC 

Moderate (2) 

Minimally promotes the use of African 
approaches at GAC 

Poor (1) 

Meaningful 
Engagement of African 
Evaluators  

(Participation) 

Significant engagement with/ ownership by 
Africans 

Good (3) 

Moderate engagement with/ ownership by 
Africans 

Moderate (2) 

Minimal engagement with/ownership by 
Africans 

Poor (1) 

Additional Considerations 

Administrative 
Ease 

Ease of Implementation 
and Maintenance 

Easy to implement (minimal 
changes/development and little coordination 
required) 

Good (3) 

Manageable to implement (some 
changes/development and some coordination 
required) 

Moderate (2) 

Challenging to implement (significant 
changes/development and lots of 
coordination required) 

Poor (1) 

Ability to be 
implemented by all 
different evaluations at 
GAC (Decentralized, 
Program, Project) 

Can be implemented by all evaluations Good (3) 

Can be implemented by most types of 
evaluations 

Moderate (2) 

Can only be implemented by one type of 
evaluation 

Poor (1) 

Political 
Feasibility 

Alignment with 
Government of Canada 
priorities 

 

 

Strongly aligns with GAC priorities  Good (3) 

Somewhat aligns with GAC priorities Moderate (2) 

Minimally align with GAC priorities Poor (1) 

Cost Estimated cost per year Minimal costs (relative to other options) Good (3) 

Moderate costs (relative to other options)  Moderate (2) 

Significant costs (relative to other options)  Poor (1) 

/24 
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8.1. Effectiveness 

The primary objective of this study is to operationalize approaches to decolonize 

Canadian international assistance evaluations from an African perspective (AfREA, 

2007; Chilisa, 2015; Cloete, 2016; Omosa et al., 2021). The two criteria of inclusion and 

participation intersect with effectiveness the same way AGDEN’s Rights Responsive 

Evaluation Framework does (AGDEN, 2019) (Appendix E).  Effectiveness has two key 

criteria: (1) Meaningful engagement of African Evaluation Approaches & Local Methods 

(Inclusion); and (2) Meaningful Engagement of African Evaluators and Beneficiaries 

(Participation). As noted in the interviews, meaningful engagement is not tokenistic, and 

it is not merely an acknowledgement. 

The first criterion assesses how effective the policy option is at meaningfully 

engaging with African evaluation approaches. The second criterion assesses how 

effective the policy option is at meaningfully engaging with African evaluators 

(Jurisdictional Scan; AfREA, 2007; OECD, 2016; Omosa et al., 2021; Frehiwot, 2019). 

The inclusion of different evaluation institutions, such as African evaluators and firms, is 

critical to not only gaining an understanding of the communities, but also for “questioning 

the ideology of the organizations under evaluation,” as many evaluations from the Global 

North may face biases in aspects of the evaluation process such as independence and 

methodology choice (Frehiwot, 2019 p.27; Interviews).  

8.2. Administrative Ease 

Another key consideration is the level of administrative ease of the policy action. 

The two components are the ease of implementation and maintenance, and the ability of 

the action to be implemented by the different evaluations at GAC. Evaluating policy 

options with these criteria in mind will identify key trade-offs regarding implementation 

and maintenance and identify mitigation measures when possible. GAC has different 

types of evaluations in including the decentralized, mandatory and discretionary which 

all have implications for which policy actions are most viable in the variety of evaluations 

occurring.  
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8.3. Political Feasibility 

A misalignment with GAC’s priorities will decrease the likelihood of a policy 

action moving forward. Therefore, political feasibility measures the policy action’s 

alignment with the Government of Canada priorities in international assistance. GAC’s 

priorities are defined as what is outlined in the Department Five-Year Plan (GAC, 

2021a), the recommendations of the IAR under ‘Improving effectiveness6 and 

transparency,’ (GAC, 2019d), and the GAC’s Feminist Approach: Innovation and 

Effectiveness Guidance Note (GAC, 2019f).  

8.4. Cost  

To determine the impact of policy options on GAC’s budget, cost is included in 

the analysis. For the 2021-22 financial year, the evaluation function has $1.5 million for 

the Operating and Maintenance (O&M) of evaluations (Table 8.2) (GAC, 2021a). It is 

assumed that most of the policy options would fall under the O&M budget, apart from 

ECB likely falling under bilateral ODA, and decentralized evaluations will likely fall under 

the IDAP budget. The costs are discussed in approximations and are analyzed 

comparatively. Quantitative dollar values are used where possible.  

Table 8.2. Forecasted Evaluation Resources 2021-22 Financial Year, CAD$ 

Division Salaries O&M* Total 

PRA $2,257,329 $893,000 $3,150,329 

PRE $1,688,060 $600,500 $2,288,560 

Total $3,945,389 $1,493,500 $5,438,889 

 

 

6 Evaluation effectiveness is defined by the Government of Canada as “the impacts of a program, 
policy or other entity, or the extent to which it is achieving its expected outcomes,” (Treasury 
Board of Canada Secretariat, 2017). 
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Chapter 9.  
 
Evaluation of Policy Options 

In the following chapter, the policy options identified in Chapter 7 are analyzed 

using the criteria and measures in Table 9.1. The options are evaluated using literature, 

the jurisdictional scan and the qualitative interviews. Each policy option is analyzed and 

given a score out of 24, which is summarized in the table below. Option 3 received the 

highest score, and Option 2 received the lowest score. 

Table 9.1. Summary of Analysis 

Objective Criteria Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Effectiveness 
(Inclusion and 
Participation)  

Double 
weight 

Meaningful engagement 
of African 
Evaluation Approaches 

Good (3) Poor (1) Good (3) Good (3) 

Meaningful Engagement 
of African Evaluators 

Good (3) Good (3) Good (3) Good (3) 

Administrative 
Ease 

Ease of Implementation 
and Maintenance 

Moderate (2) Poor (1) Good (3) Poor (1) 

Ability to be 
implemented by all 
different evaluations at 
GAC (Decentralized, 
Program, Project) 

Good (3) Good (3) Moderate 
(2) 

Good (3) 

Political 
Feasibility 

Alignment with 
Government of Canada 
priorities 

Good (3) Good (3) Good (3) Moderate 
(2) 

Cost Estimated cost per year Moderate 

($16,800 per 
evaluation) (2) 

Good (3) Good (3) Poor (1) 
(High six-
figure) 

  22 18 23 19 
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9.2. Analysis 1: Redesign TOR Process & Formalize ESCs 

9.2.1. Effectiveness  

Both actions are likely to significantly promote the use of African evaluation 

design and methods (Interviews; DPME, 2014). African evaluators in interviews called 

for increased autonomy over the TOR process to incorporate localized methodologies 

and design. A key consideration is that African evaluation design and methodologies are 

new and growing, therefore placing the onus on evaluators to advocate for certain 

methodologies and prove their capacity may not always be viable (Interviews; Fraser & 

Morkel, 2020; Ofir, 2013). This can be mitigated by GAC educating the department on 

African methodologies (Appendix D) (Ofir, 2021; Omosa et al., 2021; Cloete, 2016). 

According to the composition of an ESC by the DPME (2014), the formalization 

of ESCs in evaluations will provide significant engagement with African evaluators. 

There will also be significant increased ownership since African evaluators are 

incorporated in the evaluation decision-making process (Interviews). By providing 

stronger decision-making power to African evaluators from a variety of backgrounds, 

there is a recognition that they are capable and significant stakeholders (Kasongo & 

Waller, 2018; Fraser & Morkel, 2020).  

9.2.2. Administrative Ease 

These actions are promising practices by GAC (PRA, 2018; Interviews). 

Therefore, it will likely be manageable to implement and maintain considering that 

there would be minimal changes required from what has been done and minimal 

coordination. A key consideration is the maintenance of this action. Participatory 

approaches such as ESCs can be time consuming to create, and deliberations on 

evaluation design could also increase the amount of time and administrative complexity 

(Hearn, 2020, July 1). These challenges can be mitigated through creating ESCs by 

regions and quantifying a maximum number of deliberations that can occur per 

evaluation item.  

Considering the flexibility of the PoR, GAC has the autonomy to incorporate 

innovative practices in their evaluations (Interviews; GAC 2019b). The PRA has a trade 
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evaluation that piloted an ESC, reflecting the possibility of incorporating this option within 

those evaluations as well (Interviews). However, interviewees from GAC highlighted that 

decentralized evaluations may not all benefit from the ESCs, particularly those that are 

already small and locally led. Therefore, these actions can likely be implemented easily 

by most evaluations except for some decentralized, and both criteria are rated as good.  

9.2.3. Political Feasibility  

Considering GAC’s past inclusion of ESCs and autonomy on the TOR, the use of 

feminist participatory principles, coupled with the recommendations in the IAR, this 

action strongly aligns with GAC’s priorities (Global Affairs Canada, 2019d). The public 

recommendations of the IAR call for the decentralization of “decision-making to partners” 

and increased “responsiveness” to local contexts (Ibid). The Directive on Results also 

calls for ESCs to be used where relevant (Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 2017). 

It is likely that GAC could eventually institute this option thus giving it a rating of good. 

9.2.4. Cost  

It is difficult to accurately approximate the cost of ESCs at GAC, since this 

information is not publicly available. Hypothetically, if the ESC has seven paid members, 

it is approximated that it will cost $16,800 per evaluation7. GAC’s evaluation function will 

conduct a total of 43 evaluations over the next 5 years8 (GAC, 2021a). If GAC decides to 

implement this practice in all evaluations regardless of region, it will cost $823,200 

annually. It is unknown how many decentralized evaluations will be conducted in Africa, 

and it was noted that some decentralized evaluations are very small and connected to 

local communities that the marginal benefit of creating ESCs would not be worth the cost 

(Interviews). Considering this, the cost per evaluation is moderately costly compared to 

the other options. 

 

7 This cost estimation is calculated for 7 members with 3 days of work as part of the group at a 
rate of $800 per day. 

8 GAC’s decentralized evaluations are not included in this costing, since the number of 
decentralized evaluations is not publicly available.  
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9.3. Analysis 2: Build Southern Evaluator Pool 

9.3.1. Effectiveness 

Creating a pre-qualified pool of African evaluators without the ability to decide on 

which methods and design will be used in the evaluation will likely limit the promotion of 

African approaches. This shows the complementarity between policy option 1 and 2 

(Integrity Global, 2020). Since this policy does not explicitly include the African 

evaluators in the decision on the design and methods, this policy will minimally promote 

the use of African approaches which gives it a poor rating.  

It is unknown currently how many African evaluation firms and evaluators are 

engaged with GAC evaluations, but it can be inferred from the OECD review (2016) and 

interviews that evaluation contracts are often given to Northern firms. Further, as noted, 

a study on supply and demand of African evaluators found that there is likely not a 

limited amount of quality evaluators in Africa but merely a preference to work with 

Northern evaluators (Kasongo & Waller, 2020; Fraser & Morkel, 2020). Therefore, this 

inclusion will likely improve the number of African evaluators that are engaged; 

therefore, it is rated as significant (good) engagement with African evaluators (Integrity 

Global, 2020).   

9.3.2. Administrative Ease 

The creation of a separate mechanism will include significant coordination and 

buy-in from GAC. Building the procurement process recruiting a minimum of 15 quality 

actors and identifying which evaluations will use the pool are all challenging tasks that 

require organizational changes and coordination. Maintaining this will also be 

challenging and will likely increase the level of feedback and liaison that is given to 

evaluators when they are not awarded a contract. Further, the publishing of all 

decentralized evaluations would also be seen as a change for GAC (GAC, 2021a).  

Policy 2 could be implemented by all types of evaluations at GAC, as the pool 

would have consultants for in-house evaluations and organizations for decentralized 

evaluations (good) (GAC, 2019b). A key consideration will be how to handle 

evaluations, such as the WVL evaluation, which include many regions. Although firms 
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can be generally Southern based, the evaluators from areas outside of Africa may feel 

unfairly disadvantaged by the pooling mechanism if it is used in one region and not 

another. GAC can address this by not utilizing the pool of consultants for evaluations 

that cover multiple regions, or the use of the Southern pool can be a pilot in Africa that is 

scaled to other regions.  

9.3.3. Political Feasibility 

As noted, the IAR calls for increased decision-making for local agencies (Global 

Affairs Canada, 2019d). GAC’s Feminist Approach: Innovation and Effectiveness 

Guidance Note aligns well with this policy as it states that GAC will “address structural 

barriers that prevent some organizations from working with GAC,” and “include smaller 

organizations in discussions on accessibility of funding,” (GAC, 2019, September 11). 

This shows that GAC has the political will for empowering African evaluators and firms, 

which gives this policy option a rating of good. 

9.3.4. Cost 

USAID’s pre-qualified pool was not an additional cost for USAID and was already 

instituted in the evaluation budget (Banyan Global, 2021). Therefore, there will not be 

large additional costs compared to what is already paid at GAC for consultants and 

firms. However, the creation of the mechanism and hiring process for evaluators and 

firms seeking to enter the evaluation may incur some costs. However, it is anticipated 

that these costs will be comparatively low (good).  

9.4. Analysis 3: Build KS Plans  

9.4.1. Effectiveness 

This option begins the process of moving away from the extractive evaluation 

process by positioning evaluations as useful to those most affected by international 

assistance (Chapman et al., 2021; Ofir, 2014; Interviews). The incorporation of ubuntu in 

KS significantly promotes the use of African approaches at GAC and will ensure the 

KS is culturally relevant (Chilisa et al., 2016). A key challenge identified in the interviews 

was the inaccessible language used in reporting since evaluations are positioned for 
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donors, which creates barriers for Southern stakeholders. This is also resolved with this 

action. 

This action has the potential to meaningfully engage the communities being 

evaluated, and a broader audience within Africa. This benefit would likely be increased if 

the knowledge-brokers of the evaluation are also African, as the literature suggests that 

the lived experience of an African evaluator increases the likelihood of evaluation 

knowledge being used by African policymakers (Kasongo & Waller, 2020; Mbava & 

Chapman, 2020). Since this option sees the African stakeholders as key users of the 

evaluation, it significantly engages African evaluators and the broader community. 

9.4.2. Administrative Ease 

Considering that there is already existing capacity within GAC to provide 

knowledge deliverables, this action will likely be easy to implement and maintain 

(PRA, 2018). GAC also has autonomy regarding how they would prefer to share results, 

especially since decentralized evaluations are not publicly available (Global Affairs 

Canada, 2021a).  

The KS plans can be implemented in most evaluations. However, it might not be 

immediately clear how corporate evaluations for trade, diplomacy and security such as 

the Evaluation of Diplomacy, Trade and Development Coherence in the Latin American 

and Caribbean Region would be relevant to Southern stakeholders (PRE, 2021, August 

4). To ensure results are shared in innovative ways, GAC can consider options such as 

videos or translated briefs to ensure that KS is relevant but also scalable across the 

organization. Therefore, this action is rated as moderate. 

9.4.3. Political Feasibility  

Interviews GAC showed that there is a “strong desire” to share knowledge 

broadly. A recommendation of the IAR was to conduct engagement and dialogue on the 

results of evaluations, and the Meta-Evaluation of decentralized evaluations 

recommended improved public sharing of lessons (GAC, 2019d; GAC, 2018). GAC’s 

Feminist brief also edifies that GAC must communicate the results of evaluations to key 

stakeholders so that they “contribute to learning to inform and improve policies and 
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programs” (GAC, 2019f). This exemplifies that policy 3 strongly aligns with GAC 

priorities. 

9.4.4. Cost  

Generally, this action will not incur any costs unless the evaluators and GAC 

agree to utilize a KS tool such as videography (good). 

9.5. Analysis 4: Evaluation Capacity Building 

9.5.1. Effectiveness 

According to the ECB approaches scanned, ECB to significantly promotes the 

use of localized approaches (Deval, 2021; Pacific Community Consulting, 2021; DPME, 

2014). Further, it will promote the use of African approaches not only for GAC, but using 

DEval’s systemic approach, this action could improve African evaluation use for the 

individual, organizational and enabling environment in the Global North and South (Klier, 

2021). In New Zealand, this manifested through the road map for funders, and in 

Germany EvalParticipiva convened stakeholders to build Latin American evaluation 

standards, and participatory practices for the context. 

Reflecting Fraser and Morkel’s (2020) method of ECB, the action should be 

participatory and based on the needs identified by the context (Klier, 2021; Fraser & 

Morkel, 2020). This option therefore includes the significant engagement of African 

evaluators and receives a good rating.  

9.5.2. Administrative Ease 

This option will be challenging to implement and maintain and necessitates 

strong coordination with GAC and Southern stakeholders. At DEval, ECB is seen as a 

separate project outside of evaluations, and GAC will likely have to create bilateral 

programming (DEval, 2021). Therefore, this action received a rating of poor (Deval, 

2020; Pacific Community Consulting, 2021).  

Since this option would likely be treated as a separate activity from the 

evaluations, it would not be embedded into the different evaluations conducted by GAC 
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but would likely be managed by a support unit such as the PRE (GAC, 2021a). However, 

if the PRE is used for management, it will likely need increased capacity since it 

currently has 5 staff (Ibid). If the creation of a funding mechanism through bilateral 

programming or a project for ECB are not possible for the evaluation function, GAC 

could include ECB as a component of evaluations (GAC, 2019c). Considering this 

flexibility in the way in which ECB could be disseminated across evaluations, this action 

is rated moderate. 

9.5.3. Political Feasibility 

The IAR identified some recommendations that align with ECB including the 

need to “strengthen expertise in the field” and increasing “country ownership by 

supporting locally owned and -led development plans,” (Global Affairs Canada, 2019d). 

As previously noted, GAC’s Feminist briefs calls to address structural barriers that are 

preventing organizations from working with GAC (Interviews; GAC, 2019f). However, 

none of the priorities explicitly mention the engagement of ECB, and GAC currently does 

not engage in ECB. It is therefore concluded that this action somewhat aligns with 

GAC’s priorities. 

9.5.4. Cost  

Countries, such as Germany, estimate the costs to be in the high six-figure 

range, which edifies a comparatively high cost compared to the other options. This 

compounded by the cost of labour to support the ECB process. One key difference from 

the other options is this policy would likely fall under GAC’s bilateral programming funds. 

Therefore, the costing is rated as poor. 
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Chapter 10.  
 
Recommendations & Implementation Framework 

An implementation framework is recommended with short and long-term actions. 

Short-term actions can be implemented for evaluations such as the Sub-Saharan African 

International Assistance: Lessons from Programming in Fragile States Evaluation 

occurring in the 2024-25 financial year (Ibid). The implementation can be managed by 

the PRE, and the Lessons Learned Working Group (LLWG) could support the timeline. 

GAC should also engage some key African evaluators to provide feedback on the 

process. The primary goal of this framework is to operationalize the decolonization of 

evaluation from an African perspective. 

 

Figure 10.1. Proposed Implementation Framework  

Stage 1: Training & Acknowledgement (3-6 months) 

African evaluation approaches and the decolonization of evaluation are not well-

known among Northern countries (Interviews; Cloete, 2016), and GAC could benefit 

from training on African evaluation. Key modules could include decolonization in 

evaluation, VOPE principles and standards for evaluation, Indigenous knowledge 

paradigms such as Ubuntu, and contextualized designs such as Mbava’s realist 

evaluation (see Appendix C for more methodologies) (Mbava, 2016). This training 

should encourage the uptake and use of these approaches in international assistance 

evaluations moving forward.  

An essential step in decolonization is an acknowledgement of African and 

Indigenous knowledge and recognition of it in the “global knowledge production 

conversation” (Frehiwot, M, 2019, p.24). Like GAC’s brief on feminist evaluation and 
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USAID’s recent statements from Power, GAC should make an acknowledgement on the 

contributions of Southern evaluators and its commitment to meaningfully engage with 

the Global South in evaluation (Saldinger, 2021; GAC, 2019f).  

Stage 2: Meaningful Engagement of African Methods & 
Rethinking the Purpose & Use of Evaluation (6-12 months) 

In the short-term, it is recommended that Option 1 and 3 are implemented. The 

increased decision-making on the TOR was called for by African evaluators, and the 

ESCs will ensure representation of African evaluators in terms of shaping and 

determining priorities and which approaches to use (Hearn, 2020; DPME, 2014).  Not 

only is engagement improved, but there is also a likelihood that the quality of evaluations 

will improve as well (GAC, 2018). According to GAC’s Meta-Evaluation on Decentralized 

Evaluations, high-quality ToRs, followed by a high-quality work plan, led to a strong 

report (Ibid). It is recommended that GAC set a minimum cost threshold for which 

evaluations will include ESCs, as the smaller, localized decentralized evaluations net 

benefit of ESCs may not be worth the cost of organizing them.  

The KS plans are low complexity, and in alignment with the work that GAC has 

been implementing (PRA, 2018). Basing KS in the ubuntu paradigm will be relevant, and 

GAC should continue to innovate the way they share knowledge to align with African 

knowledge systems (Chilisa, 2016; Ofir, 2021; Omosa et al., 2021; Cloete, 2016). 

Considering the increased importance of sharing results of evaluations as identified in 

the Meta-Evaluation of decentralized evaluations (GAC, 2019a), it is recommended that 

an addition be made to the Evaluation Standards in the Directive of Results under the 

Evaluation Report section (Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat, 2017). This addition 

could say ‘Evaluation findings and results are shared, where relevant, back to the 

community and stakeholders most affected by the evaluation.’ Building something like 

the DEC for GAC was recommended by the Meta-Evaluation which should also be 

considered (Ibid).  
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Stage 3: Evaluator Inclusion & Recognizing, Amplifying 
African Evaluation Field (2025 onwards) 

During Stage 3, it is recommended that GAC implement Option 2 and 4. 

Considering the level of administrative complexity in implementation and maintenance 

coupled with the potential high cost, a flexible approach is recommended.  

For the pool of Southern evaluators and firms, GAC can choose to either: (a) 

Implement the full policy as proposed (USAID, 2016; Integrity Global, 2020), or (b) 

Create a directory of African evaluators and Southern-based firms and build the 

opportunities for evaluation through relationship-building and targeted calls for proposals 

(New Zealand MFAT, 2020). Relationship-building will be necessary regardless, 

considering the feelings of discouragement that African evaluators experience when 

applying for calls (Interviews; Fraser & Morkel, 2020). 

ECB could manifest through: (a) The policy as proposed, or (b) The embedding 

of ECB into the evaluations themselves. ECB at GAC must be more than training, and 

instead must be a full system intervention that investigates different incentives and 

disincentives to using African evaluation and evaluators (Fraser & Morkel, 2020). 

Stage 4: Scaling Impact & Evaluation Policy  

Although Africa represents a large portion of GAC’s funding, the impact of this 

framework can be scaled into GAC’s other regions (GAC, 2019a; Hornsby, 2014; GAC, 

2021b). These regions are also growing robust evaluation ecosystems and advocating 

for increased visibility and agency in evaluation (Neirotti, 2012; See Appendix E for 

VOPE contributions on evaluation in the Global South). The scaling of the actions can 

happen iteratively throughout the implementation process, or Africa can act as pilot 

region for this work.  

GAC should also consider whether the department would benefit from an 

evaluation policy. The jurisdictional scan showed that most countries use a departmental 

evaluation policy that outlines key information such as their definition and purpose of 

evaluation, and methods and designs (Trochim, 2009; Hubib, 2018; New Zealand MFAT, 

2020; USAID, 2016; GIZ, 2018). The growth and advocacy for evaluation practice in the 

Global South necessitates the use of evaluation policies to ensure that Southern voices 
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play a key role (Hubib, 2018).  Building a departmental evaluation policy is also helpful 

for corporate memory and would support the incentivization of inclusive evaluation that 

engages Southern approaches (OECD, 2010a).  
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Chapter 11.  
 
Conclusion 

Calls to decolonize evaluation in Africa began in the 1990s and have grown 

louder through champions such as AfREA’s MAE approach and many African evaluation 

scholars (Cloete, 2016). Although Canada acts as a strong leader in equity-focused 

development, it faces the same challenges in reinstating colonial practices in 

international assistance evaluations as other Global North countries (GAC, 2019f; 

AfREA, 2007; OECD, 2016; Omosa et al., 2021). Without a prioritization on decolonizing 

evaluation in Africa, international assistance evaluations can lead to low-quality 

evaluations, limited use of evaluation results, result in a limited or misinformed 

achievement of development outcomes, and a reinstatement of the colonial system 

(Chillisa & Mertens, 2021; Mbava & Dahler-Larsen, 2019). Evaluation is a tool for 

assessing, questioning, and rethinking the way international assistance is conducted by 

the Global North. Therefore, a shift in the power systems that govern evaluation theory 

and practice is necessary to ensure that evaluation plays a role in achieving outcomes 

that build a more equitable world and ‘Leave no one behind’ (Ofir, 2014; Patton, 1997; 

UN, 2019). 

The jurisdictional scan presented in this study showed that countries in the 

Global North are using some progressive approaches in international assistance 

evaluations that could be contextualized to align with frameworks such as MAE. 

Additionally, Global South countries such as South Africa are incorporating African 

evaluation in ways that Northern countries could learn from. The interviews built on this 

scan to reveal that decolonizing evaluation can manifest through the contextualizing of 

Western approaches on the continent such as Mbava’s realist evaluation approach 

(Mbava, 2016). Further, four main actions were identified by interviewees to align with 

this call: (1) Meaningful engagement of African evaluators; (2) Meaningful engagement 

of African approaches and methods; (3) Acknowledging & Supporting African Evaluation 

& Expertise; and (4) Rethinking the Purpose & Use of Evaluation. 

From this, four policy options were identified that contextualized promising 

practices from the scan and addressed the four action areas: Redesign the TOR 
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Process and Formalize ESCs; Build Southern Evaluator Pool; KS Plans; and ECB. The 

policy options were analyzed, with a focus on the inclusion and participation of African 

evaluators and approaches (AGDEN, 2019). The evaluation summary and 

implementation framework identify that a consortium of policy instruments is needed to 

address this issue. Additionally, this research shows that it is imperative that Canada 

and other Northern countries acknowledge the contributions of Africans in evaluation 

knowledge-creation and the innovative ways in which they are building and 

contextualizing evaluation approaches to align with African knowledge (Mbava, 2016; 

Muwanga-Zake, 2009)9. The recommended policies take inspiration from this method of 

adaptation and are therefore relevant to Canada but may relevant for other Northern 

countries seeking to operationalize the calls for the decolonization of evaluation.  

This study may also act as a call for funders or other Northern governments to 

assess their practices and policies and align themselves with the actions recommended 

in this report.  

The implementation framework suggested by this research is merely the first 

steppingstone in decolonizing evaluation and addressing the international assistance 

system. The decolonization of evaluation must include more power shifts than what is 

offered in this report, and Ofir (2021) calls for evaluation to not merely be “Africanized” 

but instead advocates for a fundamental improvement of the development system. 

Decolonization is “unsettling” because it is about the “repatriation of land and life” (Tuck 

& Yang, 2020). The interviewees reiterated this in that moving to full decolonization 

would mean removing anything that is not African in evaluation knowledge production on 

the continent. More research should be done on piloting African methodologies and 

identifying ways in which international assistance should be decolonized systemically 

(Frehiwot, 2019).  

Finally, Africa is just one region in the Global South advocating for the 

transformation of the international evaluation system. Strong calls for visibility can be 

found in Latin America through VOPEs such as RELAC and the Asia Pacific Evaluation 

Association (Appendix E). The SDGs set the precedent and the call is clear from the 

Global South- recognition and action is necessary. As the world moves closer to 2030, 

 

9 See Appendix D for African methodologies and adapted approaches. 
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evaluation will increasingly play a role in achieving and understanding development 

outcomes. Canada can act as a leader in this space and ensure that no one is left 

behind, and the recommendations in this report act as a first step forward.  
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Appendix A. 
 
Global North Evaluation Theory Tree 

 
Source: Alkin & Christie, 2013 
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Appendix B. 
 
African Evaluation Tree 

 
Source: Chilisa, 2016 
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Appendix C. 
 
Summaries of African Methodologies  

Name Summary 

African Peer Review 
Mechanism 

Carden and Alkin (2012) have identified the “adaptive” evaluation approach 
as a dominant evaluation framework used in Africa. This approach is 
characterized by the adaptation of Western evaluation models, theories, 
and instruments to make them contextually relevant, culturally appropriate, 
and inclusive of local stakeholders and African evaluators. The goal is to 
ensure that the evaluation is African-driven and rooted in African values. 
The African Peer Review Mechanism is presented as a good example of an 
adapted evaluation approach that was indigenously developed and evolved 
locally in Africa. It is defined as a specific set of procedures for country self-
assessment around governance and human rights. The procedure was 
adapted from an OECD Peer Review Mechanism and developed by the 
New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD). It is driven by African 
researchers and policy makers, leading to African-based assessments. 

Relational-Based 
Evaluation Methodology  

Carroll (2008) has proposed research methodology questions based on an 
African world view for evaluations: (a) How does the evaluation inquiry 
reflect the interdependent and interconnected nature of the universe? (b) 
How does the evaluation inquiry compensate for the spiritual and material 
nature of reality? (c) How does the evaluation inquiry reflect the communal 
nature of African people? (d) How does the evaluation inquiry access the 
nonmaterial reality? (e) How does the evaluation inquiry advance the 
interests of the African community? (f) How does the evaluation inquiry 
contribute to the liberation of the African people? 

Proverbs-Based 
Evaluation Approach  

Easton (2012) developed ways to contextualize five aspects of evaluation 
based on proverbs from Nigeria, East Africa, and Senegal. The following 
aspects that have been contextualized using proverbs include: (1) 
Assessment measurement and performance; (2) Inquiry, causal analysis, 
and discernment; (3) Transparency, responsibility, and governance; (4) 
Stakeholder involvement, collective effort, and political discretion; and (5) 
Planning, foresight, and capacity building. 

 

Ideal Community 
Development Evaluation 
Framework  

Chilisa & Malunga (2012) use five Ubuntu principles as the foundation for 
this framework. The five principles are: (1) Sharing and collective ownership 
of opportunities, responsibilities, and challenges, (2) The importance of 
people and relationships over things; (3) Participatory decision-making and 
leadership; (4) Loyalty; (5) Reconciliation as the goal for conflict 
management and resolution. 

African-relational based 
evaluation approach 

In the study, the Ubuntu philosophy was merged with Northern participatory 
paradigms to evaluate a computer educational program for teachers in 
South Africa (Muwanga-Zake, 2009, p. 418). 
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Appendix D. 
 
VOPEs in Africa 

VOPE Region/Country 

African Evaluation Association (AfrEA) Africa 

Africa Gender and Development Evaluators Network Africa 

Evaluation Society of Kenya Kenya 

Rwanda Monitoring Evaluation & Society Rwanda 

Réseau National de l’Evaluation au Burundi Burundi 

Uganda Evaluation Association Uganda 

Ethiopian evaluation association (EEvA) Ethiopia 

Tanzania Evaluation Association Tanzania 

South Africa Monitoring and Evaluation Association South Africa 

Zambia Monitoring and Evaluation Association Zambia 

Zimbabwe Evaluation Association Zimbabwe 

Malagasy Association for Evaluation Madagascar 

Malawi Monitoring and Evaluation Association (MMEA) Malawi 

Association Algerienne pour la Promotion de l’Evaluation du Development Algeria 

Moroccan Evaluation Association  Morocco 

Réseau Tunisien de l'Evaluation Tunisia 

Association Congolaise pour le Suivi Evaluation (ACoSE) Democratic Republic of the Congo 

Reseau National des Evaluateurs de la Republique Demo-cratique du Congo « 
RENECO » 

Democratic Republic of the Congo 

Ghana Monitoring and Evaluation Forum Ghana 

SenEval Senegal  

Society for Monitoring and Evaluation, Nigeria Nigeria 

Nigerian Association of Evaluators Nigeria 

 Association of Educational Researchers and Evaluators of Nigeria Nigeria  

Data Science Monitoring and Evaluation Association Nigeria 

Réseau Nigérien de Suivi et Evaluation (ReNSE) Niger 

Association Mauritanienne de Suivi et d'Evalaution Mauritania 

Liberian Evaluation Association  Liberia 

The Khana Group Liberia 

Association for the Promotion of Evaluation in Mali (APEM) Mali 

Somali Development Evaluation Association Somalia 

Reseau Ivoirien de Suivi et d’Evaluation(RISE) Cote D'Ivore 

Initiative Ivoirienne pour l’Evaluation (2IEval) Cote D'Ivore 

Réseau Burkinabè de Suivi et d’Evaluation (RéBuSE) Burkina Faso  

Centre de Recherches et d'Evaluations pour le Développement Durable-CREDD Burkina Faso  

Réseau Béninois de Suivi et d’Evaluation (ReBSEv) Benin 

Gambia Evaluation Association Gambia 

RéTEva Togo  

Société Togolaise de l'Evaluation-Ee Togo  

Twende Mbele Benin; Ghana; Kenya; Niger; South 
Africa; Uganda 
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Appendix E. 
 
VOPE Professional Practice Documents 

Name of 
VOPE 

Document 
Name 

Publish 
Date 

Summary 

Africa 

AfREA MAE 
Approach 

2018-2021 Omosa et al. (2021; pg. 91) defines the MAE approach as: 
“Evaluation conducted based on AfrEA and other VOPE 
standards, using localized methods or approaches with 
the aim of aligning the evaluation to the lifestyle and needs 
of African people and also promotes African values.” MAE 
promotes Africa-led and African-rooted evaluations. MAE 
champions that African’s development should mainly be 
spearheaded by Africans using Afrocentric paradigms or 
worldviews, ways of knowing and working, and their 
interactions over time with evolving African contexts.  MAE 
positions decolonization as a vehicle to acknowledge the 
agency of African people. Evaluation therefore must 
include the following four key components: 1. 
Deconstruction and reconstruction; 2. Self-determination 
and social justice; 3. Acknowledgment of indigenous 
knowledge; 4. Internationalization of African experiences 
(AfREA, 2007; Chilisa, 2015). 

AFREA African 
Evaluation 
Guidelines  

2020 Available for use by all who strive to ensure that 
evaluation is reflective of the people of Africa. Has five key 
principles: Powerful for Africans, Technically Robust, 
Ethically sound, Africa centric yet open, and Connected 
with the world. The guidelines provide a framework for 
evaluation practice conducted in and for Africa, and 
twenty-two actionable Implementation principles that 
elaborate on the five key principles (Patel, 2020). 
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Name of 
VOPE 

Document 
Name 

Publish 
Date 

Summary 

AGDEN  AGDEN 
Evaluation 
Criteria 

2019 The AGDEN approach is applicable to all the stages of an 
evaluation, planning, design, data collection and analysis. 
There are 5 Criteria: empowerment, participation, 
inclusion, non-discrimination and accountability. Their 
application requires that the criteria are taken in pairs and 
interrelated to an OECD/DAC Standard (AGDEN, 2019). 

 
Uganda 
Evaluation 
Association 
(UEA) 

UEA 
Standards 
for 
Evaluation  

2013 The UEA Standards were created by evaluators in 
Uganda to provide guidance on how evaluation 
professionals and users should behave, what concepts 
and practices evaluators should use, the benchmarks their 
products should meet, and the outcomes they should 
achieve. Five Standards: Utility, Feasibility, Quality & 
Precision, Ethical Conduct, Capacity Development (UEA, 
2019). 

South 
African 
Monitoring & 
Evaluation 
Association 
(SAMEA) 

South 
African 
Monitoring 
and 
Evaluation 
Association’s 
Evaluator 
Competencie
s Framework 

2015 The SAMEA competency framework has a variety of 
competencies that evaluators could have. Evaluators may 
have many of the competencies, but not all. The SAMEA 
framework has five competency domains: a) Professional 
Practice, b) Technical Practice, c) Context (global, 
national, local and organisational), d) Managing an 
Evaluation and e) Interpersonal. Has 54 competencies. 

Latin America 

RELAC Evaluation 
Standards 
for Latin 
America and 
the 
Caribbean 

2016 The creation of this document seeks to promote quality 
evaluations that are ethical and locally specific. 5 
Dimensions: Rigorous Evaluation, Adequate Evaluability, 
Evaluation carried out according to ethical and legal 
principles, Adequate cultural understanding, Relevance 
and utility. 

Red 
Devaluation 
Del CAD 

Evaluation 
Quality 
Standards 

 

2007 Provides an overview of the purpose of evaluation, and 
best practices on context, methods, data gathering, ethics, 
the incorporation of stakeholders, KS, and exhaustivity.  

Asia 
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Name of 
VOPE 

Document 
Name 

Publish 
Date 

Summary 

Asia Pacific 
Evaluation 
Association 

Asia Pacific 
Evaluation 
Standards 

October 
2020 

Developed by a group of 18 representative stakeholders 
from 18 institutions spread across 12 countries. Contains 
a roadmap for action spread across eight thematic areas: 
professionalizing evaluation, developing partnership for 
evaluation capacity, strengthening community ownership, 
promoting young and emerging evaluators, engaging 
parliamentarians, promoting national policies and 
evaluation systems, using evaluation to promote on SDGs, 
strengthening VOPEs. Details contextually relevant 
opportunities for accelerating action to support evaluation 
in Asia Pacific Region. 
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Appendix F. 
 
Interview Participants 

Interview Participant Interview Date 

African Evaluation Experts 

Participant A November 23, 2021 

Participant B December 20, 2021 

Participant C December 2, 2021 

Participant D December 10, 2021 

Participant E December 9, 2021 

Participant F December 13, 2021 

Participant G January 13, 2022 

International Evaluation Experts with African Evaluation Experience 

Participant H November 26, 2021 

Participant I November 24, 2021 

GAC Evaluators 

Participant J November 19, 2021 

Participant K December 17, 2021 

Participant L November 22, 2021 

Participant M December 8, 2021 

Participant N December 15, 2021 

Participant O February 11, 2021 

Other Northern Government Representatives 

Participant P December 7, 2021 

Participant Q December 17, 2021 

Participant R February 3, 2022 
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Appendix G. 
 
Jurisdictional Scan 

Indicators NZ Eval Policy USAID  Canada Germany South Africa 

Type of Policy Specific to department Specific to department  Policy for all departments Specific to department Policy for all departments 

Policy name Evaluation Operational Policy USAID Evaluation Policy Policy on Results GIZ Evaluation Policy NEPF 

Policy creation November 2020 Created in 2011, updated in 
2016 

Created in 2016 Created in 2016 Created in 2009 

Transparency 
& KS 

Evaluations published as briefs 
or in full. 

Publish all evaluations in 
DEC 

Publish some evaluations, no 
decentralized published. 

Publish some 
evaluations.  

N/A  

Purpose of 
Evaluation  

To assess whether the program 
is making a difference and 
contributes to a body of 
evidence and experience to 
support future policy directions 
and development practice 
improvements.  

To ensure accountability 
to stakeholders and to learn 
to improve development 
outcomes. 

Evaluation informs decision making, 
improvements, innovation and 
accountability. 

Evidence-based 
decisions for Germany 
and partner countries; 
transparency and 
accountability; 
organization learning.  

Improve performance of 
government programs 
through learning, improve 
accountability and 
decision making, and 
generate knowledge for 
research.  

Partner 
Country 
Engagement 

Joint or partner-led evaluations, 
use of Indigenous methods, KS 
of Evaluation briefs to 
partners.  

Granting Mechanism (IDIQ). 
New vision which calls for 
fifty percent of USAID 
programming to provide local 
communities with leadership 
in the co-designing of 
programs, implementation 
and evaluation by 2030. 

Some promising practices in key 
evaluations where Southern 
evaluators are invited to build ToR, 
share results, and ESCs are used.  

Evaluation Capacity 
Building.  

Use of AEG, ESCs for all 
evaluations, partnership 
with SAMEA. 
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Indicators NZ Eval Policy USAID  Canada Germany South Africa 

Evaluation 
design & 
methods 

Utilization-focused designs. 
Mixed methods, with increased 
focus on Indigenous methods 
in recent years.   

The selection of methods is 
dependent on evaluation 
questions, balance cost, 
feasibility, and the level of 
rigor needed to inform 
specific decisions.  

Theory-based evaluations, prefers 
mixed methods.  

Theory-based 
evaluation approaches. 
Selection of methods 
and evaluation design 
are dependent on the 
evaluation questions 
identified by DEval.   

Utilization-focused 
designs.  

Principles OECD DAC Evaluation 
Standards. Has MFAT 
Evaluation principles: clarity of 
intent; credibility and rigour; 
utility; culturally and 
contextually responsive; 
partnership and participation; 
inclusion; resilience; donor 
cooperation and collaboration;  
safeguarding and ethical 
practice; strengths-based 
approach to capacity building. 

 OECD DAC Evaluation 
Standards. Has evaluation 
practice standards: 
Integrated into designs of 
strategies, project activities; 
unbiased in measurement 
and reporting; relevant and 
useful; based on the best 
methods of appropriate 
rigour; oriented towards 
reinforcing local leadership; 
transparent; conducted 
according to the highest 
ethical standards.  

 OECD DAC Evaluation Standards. 
Has evaluation standards in the 
directive of results: Directed by head 
of evaluation; carried out by a team 
that possess the knowledge and 
competence, have objectives that are 
stated at outset of the evaluation and 
meets needs of users; planned with 
consideration of using relevance, 
effectiveness, and efficiency as 
primary evaluation issues, where 
relevant take into account gender-
based analysis; where relevant 
guided by an advisory or steering 
committee; have a robust approach; 
include consultation with major 
stakeholders; use qualitative and 
quantitative; conducted neutrally; 
deliver value for Canadians; 
subjected to quality assurance; 
completed in a timely manner.  

 OECD DAC Evaluation 
Standards.  
DEVAL has its own 
standards: Utility; 
evaluability; 
comparability; fairness, 
independence, and 
integrity; accuracy, 
scientific rigour, and 
comprehensibility.  

References the AEG as 
standards. Has an 
additional document 
called the standards for 
evaluation in government 
with overarching 
considerations: 
partnership approach; 
free and open evaluation 
process; evaluation 
ethics; alignment to 
policy context; capacity 
development. 

 


