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Summary
This report reviews recent literature on monitoring Poverty Reduction Strategies. It discusses four
challenging areas: institutional arrangements; the role of non-government organisations; implementation

and intermediate output monitoring; and using results. The main findings are:

e Severe capacity constraints are not sufficiently acknowledged. International agencies should be less
ambitious about what can be achieved and in what time frame.

e  The “technical secretariats”, responsible for implementing monitoring, are of central importance.
Their need for analytical skills is widely acknowledged, but expertise in data management,
communication and marketing are also necessary.

e  Building cooperation between ministries and agencies responsible for producing data is proving
difficult. Success often depends on the status, capabilities and personalities of key people, not on
formal mandates and frameworks.

e  Unless countries have strong local monitoring systems, it is hard to see that building local PRS
monitoring capacity should be an immediate priority, given the magnitude of this task.

e  There is often confusion about the role of civil society in government monitoring systems. It is
important that all stakeholders are aware of the involvement offered and that sufficient thought is
given to the capacity, information access and influence required for civil society to perform their role.

e  The “chains of causality” between policies and outcomes remain problematic. This leads to problems
in identifying appropriate intermediate indicators. Given scatce resources, a focus on monitoring
budget allocations — linked to a small set of basic provision indicators — may be a reasonable and
realistic starting point.

e  Administrative data provide essential information, but often not of sufficient quality for PRS
monitoring. It is worth exploring possibilities for combining them with other sources to generate
“best estimates”.

e  Demand for PRS monitoring information, other than to meet donor requirements, is often very
weak. Monitoring systems must include marketing and communication activities to build this

demand.

Keywords: PRSPs, monitoring, evaluation, participatory processes, poverty assessments, institutional

reform, decentralisation, poverty indicators.
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Executive summary

A review of recent documents on poverty reduction strategies (PRS) monitoring indicates that in most of
the PRS countries there are severe capacity constraints across the range of skills required and suggests that
those constraints are usually not sufficiently acknowledged or acted upon. They should imply the adoption
of a less ambitious attitude as to what can be achieved and a willingness to make hard choices in
prioritising activities. Success or failure will often be dependent on the capabilities, status and personalities
of a few key players.

Some argue that locating PRS monitoring under the ministry of finance can provide the necessary
incentives to carry other actors along. However, the “virtual” monitoring system set out in the PRS Papers
(PRSP) does not necessarily indicate the real power relationships between the various departments and
personalities involved. It is probably more useful to seek to promote reasonable working relationships
between the PRS monitoring committee and the ministries, local governments, agencies, etc. that are
meant to provide information. A good working principle would be that the burdens imposed on marginal
stakeholders — those with little real incentive to cooperate — should be minimised.

PRSP preparation may have generated an interest in monitoring systems and data within government,
but this interest does not typically extend to the detailed activities required to effectively implement those
systems. The PRS “technical secretariat”, which it is to be hoped can take on these tasks, is therefore of
central importance. There is much emphasis in the documentation on the need for analytical skills within
these units. It would be more useful to assess capacity by relating staffing requirements to the specific
tasks to be undertaken. Monitoring institutions also need sufficient staff to undertake the more mundane
and routine activities which are an essential requirement of an effective monitoring system, and expertise
in communication and advocacy to promote the use of the information produced. In most countries
specialised analytical and policy review skills may be better contracted-in, especially if they address sector-
specific issues.

Many of the PRS countries are committed to decentralisation policies that imply a need for local
monitoring systems. However, this does not imply that national PRS monitoring should necessarily be
predicated on such systems. In many countries the capacity constraints which apply at national level are of
a higher order of magnitude at local level and will take many years to remedy. As and when they are
functioning effectively they will undoubtedly contribute to PRS monitoring and those responsible for the
national system should obviously collaborate and provide support to the extent practicable. However,
building local capacity throughout the nation should not necessarily be seen as a priority for those
responsible for PRS monitoring, given the magnitude of this task and their overall financial, human
resource and time constraints. Moreover, particularly where there is popular support for decentralisation,
local monitoring systems are more likely to function well if they are seen as evolving in response to a
genuine local demand for the information produced, rather than as data-collection outposts of a central

agency.
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Even if government priorities are expressed in the PRSP, these may not be owned by sectoral
ministries or other agencies, which will typically have their own agendas and priorities. Sharing and
combining information is not usually part of the culture of such institutions. The cautious approach would
be to assume that, though there may well be scope for joint activities, for example on PRS and sectoral
monitoring, ministries will generally regard the former as primarily a source of additional demands with no
obvious benefits. As suggested above, if this position is adopted, the aim would then be to make such
demands as minimal as possible. Alternatively, it could be reasonably argued that PRS monitoring might
provide an opportunity for improving the present situation which is clearly unsatisfactory. There would
clearly be considerable advantages if existing government monitoring systems could be gradually enhanced
and coordinated so that the requirements of PRS monitoring could be met without the creation of a
separate dedicated agency. The National Integrated Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy (NIMES)
initiative in Uganda should provide evidence of the potential value of this strategy.

Civil society involvement in PRS monitoring should have a number of benefits. If effective it can
indeed increase the input and agency of civil society organisations (CSOs) and improve the transparency
and accountability of government actions. However, all sides must be aware what form of involvement is
being offered. Does “participation” involve some degree of empowerment and control over outcomes or
is it simply another word for informing CSOs about what government intends to do? Both may be useful
activities but they should not be confused.

It is by no means self-evident that CSOs should always seck to be involved in joint monitoring
activities, patticularly if that involvement is heavily dependent on government funding. It can be argued
that at least some would be much better occupied in the independent analysis of monitoring data, so that
they can be in a position to seriously debate the interpretation of findings with central and local
government agencies. However, the ability of CSOs to play such a role will depend on their internal
capacity in terms of analysis and exposition, the extent to which official sources of information are made
available to them in a timely fashion and their access to effective channels of communication and
influence.

There is currently much discussion of the need for “missing middle” indicators relating to policy
implementation. However, it must be remembered that the lack of such indicators in early PRSPs was not
a simple oversight. The emphasis on outcomes and impacts reflected a reasonable desire for evidence that
policies were resulting in actual as opposed to potential improvements in the living standards of the poor.
In many cases the precise chains of causality between policies and outcomes were, and remain,
problematic and open to debate. Such uncertainty makes the selection of relevant indicators problematic.
Moreover, even if optimal indicators (i.e. most appropriate given a clear understanding as to how a given
policy initiative is intended to produce a desired outcome) can be defined, they may well prove difficult or
expensive to estimate to the required level of precision (i.e. such that substantive change is sufficiently
larger than measurement error) over the timescale required.

Given scatce resources, a focus on budget allocations and expenditures may well be an appropriate

response, particularly if it involves effective tracking exercises with mechanisms to ensure transparency
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and accountability. This is a similar route to that proposed in the Kenya Interim Poverty Reduction
Strategy Paper (IPRSP) (discussed in Booth and Lucas 2001). Linking these data to a small set of basic
service provision indicators that can reliably reflect annual changes could provide a reasonable starting
point in assessing if a PRS is on track.

Routine data systems have the great potential advantage that they can deliver geographically
disaggregated information. To the extent that decentralised decision-making and policy implementation is
effectively implemented, they could be more useful than survey estimates if quality problems could be
overcome. However, that remains a daunting and at least medium-term task. One question which is rarely
addressed is whether the poor quality could be ameliorated at least in the short run by analytical means. It
would seem useful to explore further the possibilities for combining routine data with other sources to
generate best estimates.

The preference of donors for survey-based data is understandable and may be perfectly rational in
the short term. Surveys are typically the only source of data that can be readily disaggregated by
population socio-economic characteristics. They can be used to enhance the value of routine data systems,
for example, by demonstrating the links between geographical and socio-economic factors as in poverty
mapping. However, the adoption of standardised survey packages for PRS monitoring should be carefully
examined. Many surveys originated in a research context and their content may not be optimal for the
uses to which they are now being put. An interesting question would be: “What are the minimum data
required from such surveys to provide the necessary evidence on PRS implementation issues in a given
country?”

Donors are often reluctant to become involved in potentially long-drawn-out, hostile and often
unproductive debates on the reliability of indicators. The approach adopted by the United States Agency
for International Development (USAID), of requiring that at least the quality of key indicators be openly
assessed and alternative methods of improving quality proposed where necessary, is an interesting model.

It would be helpful if the distinction between “qualitative methods” and “participation” were more
clearly maintained. The routine labelling of qualitative exercises as “participatory”, which often seems to
be done in order to emphasise agencies’ concern with community involvement and “ownership”, may be
becoming counter-productive. A useful and workable distinction might be to encourage the use of the
word participation only for monitoring activities which are independent of government or donor agency
control.

With some notable exceptions (for example, Mozambique, Uganda, Tanzania and Vietnam), at least
in the short run there will probably be limited demand for PRS monitoring data, other than that generated
by the need to meet the requirements of donor review processes. Few PRS countries have traditionally
used performance monitoring to drive policy change or budget allocation decisions. PRS monitoring
agencies will need to have very good marketing and communications skills if they are to persuade
government officials and civil society of the value to them of the information being produced. Targeting
findings to meet the specific interests of sectoral ministries, local government, CSOs and other

stakeholders is essential. Two specific approaches seem to have made some headway: governments
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(national and local) and CSOs do appear sensitive to indicators which show their position relative to other
countries, provinces, districts, etc.; and poverty mapping seems to have a similar potential to provoke
responses that may influence policy debates.

Some existing poverty and social impact analysis (PSIA) exercises provide attractive examples of the
type of policy analysis process which might engender a greater interest in the use of PRS data, if it became
part of the routine activities of the monitoring system. Given capacity constraints, it may be necessary to
base such activities initially within the technical secretariat, possibly reinforced by local or international

consultants. However, extending the basic approach to involve CSOs would be an attractive possibility.



1 Introduction

The overall objective of this study was to assess, mainly using available documentation but also by
discussion with a limited number of individuals closely involved with the process, some of the key
practical issues arising from experience with the implementation of PRS monitoring systems.

As a first step the study reviewed recent available materials on Poverty Reduction Strategies (PRS)
monitoring from sources other than the World Bank, International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the UK’s
Department for International Development (DFID). Given the volume of documentation on this subject
which originates from these agencies, this restriction was intended to extend the range of sources
considered. The review therefore focused on other donors, international agencies, developing country
official publications, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) and academic journals. The restriction has
not been followed absolutely. A substantial amount of interesting material arises from consultancies,
workshops, presentations, etc. which have either been to some extent organised or funded by the World
Bank or DFID or involved their representatives. In addition, some factual materials which seemed helpful
to the discussion and were known to be readily available from the World Bank Poverty Reduction
Strategies Papers (World Bank PRSP) website were referenced.

It may be interesting to note that the general avoidance of World Bank, IMF and, to a lesser extent,
DFID materials proved more difficult than expected. Much of the easily available material on the websites
of other donor agencies tended to discuss PRS monitoring in the context of a broader discussion of PRS
issues and often in very general terms — for example, stressing the need for better data, capacity building
or community involvement — rather than dealing with the specific experiences or technical issues with
which this review was primarily concerned. Much of it was also responsive to World Bank initiatives or
activities, rather than proactive in proposing new approaches or methods. A substantial proportion of the
(often critical) NGO material was also responsive, though it did frequently propose alternative, typically
community-oriented, monitoring approaches. Searches of the academic literature proved disappointing.
Given the lead time requited for journal publication, the limited number of articles available on
monitoring tended to relate to the earliest round of PRSPs and thus considered only the initial small group
of sub-Saharan African countries. As might be expected, this bias was reflected to a lesser extent in all of
the sources.

Some of the more interesting material gathered by the above process is contained in Annex 2. Here,
the main aims will be to: (a) provide a brief outline of the issues raised by the review; (b) indicate the
vatious positions taken up in the documentary materials; and (c) suggest possible approaches to
determining best practice within a given context. For the purposes of this last and most important
objective the limitation on sources mentioned above will obviously be disregarded. For simplicity, the

report is structured under four main headings:

e  Who monitors? Institutional arrangements and monitoring capacity

° The roles of NGOs



e  The “missing middle” — monitoring implementation and intermediate outputs

e  Using the results — dissemination, analysis and policy change.

This structure has been adopted in order to focus attention on specific issues raised by PRS monitoring, as
distinct from more general concerns with the collection, analysis, dissemination and use of policy relevant
data in PRS countries. The first section will review the various arrangements adopted to implement PRS
monitoring. This will consider which department or agency is allocated primary responsibility, the
arguments for and against decentralised monitoring, and the links with sector-specific information
systems. The second will focus on the roles played by NGOs, either inside formal institutions or
independently, with particular reference to the role of national patrliaments. The third section will examine
the area which has increasingly come to be seen as the key weakness in PRS monitoring systems: the
difficulties of providing short-term (at least annual) estimates of progress in programme implementation
and intermediate outputs. This section will focus on issues arising from the use of three primary sources
of data: routine data systems, rapid surveys/studies and qualitative/patticipatory methods. It will also
address a related concern, that of providing such data at the required level of disaggregation, both
geographically and by population sub-group. Finally, the fourth section will review the extent to which
PRS monitoring data is analysed, disseminated and used to influence policy.

Where possible, the discussion will be informed by reference to tables derived from the relevant
sections on monitoring taken from the 34 PRSPs currently available on the World Bank PRSP website.

These tables are given in Annex 1.

2 Who monitors? Institutional frameworks and monitoring capacity

This section focuses on the institutional arrangements established for PRS monitoring. As expressed in a
recent evaluation of United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) support for the PRSP process,
this activity: ‘requires effective institutional structure and appropriate capacity as well as strong grounding
in different techniques and methodologies’ (UNDP 2003a). The essential question is whether the
institutions given responsibility really have the capacity to undertake the various tasks involved. The word
capacity is here used in the broad sense, to include not only issues of technical expertise, but also the
equally important aspects of leadership, appropriate allocation of responsibilities and resources, and
effective work and management practices including incentives (Orbach 2003).

In a number of respects PRS monitoring presents an original and daunting challenge. Many of the
earlier poverty monitoring exercises, including those undertaken to provide an input to PRS design,
focused on the compilation of existing output/outcome indicators. In many respects they involved
activities similar to those undertaken to produce the annual volumes of statistics published in many
countries. They were often based primarily on the existing findings of integrated household surveys,
participatory poverty assessments (Brock, Cornwall and Gaventa 2001) and information provided by the

routine data systems of sectoral ministries. PRS monitoring also involves the use of information from a



variety of sources, typically including routine data from at least four ministries (finance, education, health
and agriculture), one or more household surveys and a number of special studies, often involving
qualitative or participatory methods. However, the demands made on those responsible for the estimation
of PRS indicators from these sources differ in at least four important respects.

First, whereas a poverty status report usually combines the most recent estimates available for the
various sources, which may well span a number of years, all the information in a PRS monitoring report
should obviously relate to the specific time period over which assessment of progress is being made.
Second, information has to be provided on progress in both short-term poverty reduction and PRS
implementation. These two factors taken together entail a move away from a preoccupation with final
outcome indicators, which predominate in poverty monitoring, to include many more input and
intermediate output indicators. Third, those taking responsibility for monitoring have a much greater
“burden of proof”. They have to be convinced, and to convince others (including a possibly sceptical
donor audience), that the information available from each source meets an adequate standard of reliability
and sensitivity such that it can be used to assess what may well be relatively limited changes in PRS
indicators over the course of a single year. Fourth, the presentation of the findings, for example at an
annual review meeting, has potentially serious consequences. At the very least, progress will be applauded
and lack of progress questioned. At worst, insufficient progress from a donor perspective may be linked to
a decision not to provide a further tranche of funding.

Two interrelated strategies, which might be characterised as “political” and “technical”, have
generally been adopted to address these issues. The first stresses the need for monitoring to be a “high-
status” activity. Senior politicians and government officials have to be seen to actively support the
monitoring process and lend authority, typically by their presence on a high-level oversight committee
(which we will refer to as the PRS monitoring committee), to the demands made on ministries and
agencies that are required to provide the necessary timely, reliable information. The second focuses on the
need for the identification or creation of a specialised technical unit or secretariat (here called the technical
secretariat), which has the capacity both to provide the expertise needed to implement the monitoring
process and to provide assistance to contributing agencies where required. Donor support to monitoring
has tended to focus on three related areas: the activities of the high-level committee, which often includes
donor representatives; the provision of financial and/or technical assistance to the secretariat; and similar
support to ministries, statistics departments and NGOs and community-based organisations (CBOs) for

relevant specific surveys or studies.

2.1 The PRS monitoring committee

The high-level committee is typically allocated primary responsibility for coordinating the efforts of other
monitoring units, for example the national statistical office or relevant departments in line ministries, and
preparation of the annual PRS implementation reports. In many sub-Saharan countries (e.g. Kenya,

Mozambique and The Gambia) the key player tends to be the ministry of finance, on the reasonable basis



that poverty reduction activities have to be intimately linked to overall resource allocation decisions. In the
Asian countries, on the other hand, initial indications are that ministries of planning will take the leading
role (e.g. Vietnam, Bangladesh and Nepal). This may simply reflect the relatively higher status of planning
ministries in these countries (though this approach does not seem to have been followed in the former
Soviet Union (FSU) countries) but would be of concern if it also relates to a view that the PRS is
‘primarily about (donor) investment expenditure rather than (government) recurrent expenditure’ as
suggested by an Overseas Development Institute document (ODI 2003b) on PRS monitoring in Asia.

A PRSP consultants workshop report (ODI 2002a2) makes the interesting point that the lead role
taken by ministries of finance in sub-Saharan Africa represents a major institutional change. Traditionally,
monitoring systems in these countries have also been located within that branch of government
responsible for development planning, either in a planning ministry or in related units in line ministries.
The report argues that the officials in such units are accustomed to a technical and bureaucratic approach
to monitoring appropriate for the implementation of (often donor-funded) projects and that the shift to a
more ‘strategic and learning-oriented’ approach required for PRS monitoring may well be seen as a
challenge to their professional skills and a threat to their existing status. This feeling may be reinforced by
the perception that overall control has shifted to the ministry which oversees their budget.

Tanzania provides an interesting case study in that considerable efforts were made to seek wide
agreement, both within and beyond government, on the design and implementation of the PRS
monitoring system (Annex 2 Note 1). Evans and van Diesen (2002) are generally impressed by this

attempt to broaden involvement:

There have been criticisms of the institutional framework, with some arguing that it is unnecessarily
complicated and cumbersome in a way that is typical of compromise solutions. Yet there is a strong
feeling particularly amongst Government stakeholders that this is a workable framework that makes
appropriate use of the existing capacity and mandate of various organisations.

(Evans and van Diesen 2002)

However, there are concerns that sharing responsibility between different agencies may lead to a lack of
clarity as to who does what. In a consultancy report for the Swiss Agency for Development and

Cooperation (SDC) on support to the PRSP in Burkina Faso, Gerster and Sawadogo (2003) comment on:

parallel structures at the central level with very limited effectiveness and efficiency. Confusion
prevails in the sense of very different interpretations of the tasks of sector groups, high transaction
costs of meetings and heterogenity of participants. NGOs consider it as a heavy and opaque follow-
up mechanism, duplicating the ordinary established channels instead of empowering them. Some
donors qualify the follow-up set-up bluntly as “dysfunctional”. Moreover, since mid-2002, the
implementation is overshadowed by the rivalry between the two key Ministries in charge of PRSP.

(Gerster and Sawadogo 2003)



Similarly, a report on the PRS monitoring framework for Pakistan (ODI 2002b) points out the potential
for confusion and duplication of effort between the Planning Commission, supported by the Centre for
Research on Poverty Reduction and Income Distribution, and the PRSP secretariat, based in the Ministry
of Finance, both of which were at one stage independently undertaking design work on the PRS
monitoring framework. More recently, this situation seems to have lead to the circulation of apparently
contradictory poverty monitoring indicators (personal communication 2004). The World Bank Operations
Evaluations Department (Hauge 2001) raised similar concerns with reference to the Uganda Poverty
Eradication Plan (PEAP) PRSP, noting the rigid separation of resource monitoring and poverty
monitoring systems, though both are coordinated within the Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic

Development.

2.2 The technical secretariat
The consultancy report on Pakistan (ODI 2002b) also stresses the need for an effective technical

secretariat. It argues that it is

necessary to identify a single, competent, institution which can and will assume responsibility for
(i) identifying the ongoing data needs for PRSP monitoring; (i) allocating the necessary funding; and
(iti) ensuring that the information is collected, is sufficiently reliable, and is made available for PRSP
monitoring purposes on a timely basis and in a useful format.

(ODI 2002b)

The Poverty Monitoring and Analysis Unit (PMAU) in Uganda, which has been supported by DFID, is
perhaps the best known example of such a unit and appears to be generally well regarded. PRSP Synthesis
Note 7 (ODI 2003a) notes a consultancy report which claims that it ‘has operated very effectively as the
linchpin on which the whole poverty monitoring effort depends’. The UNDP has similarly offered
financial and technical support to the establishment of such units in a number of countries including
Azerbaijan, Mali, The Gambia and Vietnham (UNDP 2003b). In terms of capacity, their main concern
appears to be that this unit should have adequate staff with skills and experience in data analysis,

interpretation and dissemination. In Azerbaijan, for example:

In response to a need identified by the government in the PRSP, UNDP and other members of the
UNCT have offered to support the establishment of a Poverty Monitoring Unit within the PRSP
Secretariat. Staff of the unit will be trained to use various surveys and other soutces of information
and, in turn, will train and support members of other government bodies . .. In this way, poverty
monitoring efforts will have a much larger impact on the development of effective poor-poor
policies.

(UNDP 2003b)



This emphasis on analytical skills, or lack of them, is widespread in the documentation and, while often
taken as self-evident, may require closer examination. As will be argued below, such skills are certainly not

the only requirement for effectiveness.

2.3 Centralised versus decentralised systems

PRS monitoring systems tend to be established at the national level. However, in many countties,
government policy includes a commitment to decentralisation, at least for service delivery, and it is argued
that in such cases the PRS process should support the development of a capacity for data collection and
analysis at lower administrative levels. In Tajikistan, for example, a Presidential decree has ordered the
establishment of poverty monitoring systems at regional and local level (personal communication). Asche
(2003) suggests three possible reasons why decentralised monitoring might be considered appropriate:
(1) it is regarded as having the potential to deliver findings of a higher technical quality; (2) in order to
support administrative decentralisation; or (3) to allow an effective ‘division of labour’ between
collaborating donor agencies. While not dismissing any of these as necessarily invalid, he argues that the
claimed benefits are often overstated. For example, central agencies are often perfectly capable of
determining regional variations in poverty and there is little evidence that decentralised monitoring does in
fact promote effective decentralisation. Asche suggests that only where decentralisation is already well
established does the need for location-specific information provide a rational basis for decentralised
monitoring systems.

Such an approach was adopted in Tanzania. The Poverty Monitoring Master Plan (Tanzania 2001)
sees local government authorities (LGAs) as ‘the obvious place for coordination’ of routine data. The
Local Government Reform Programme was intended to promote the development of a monitoring and
evaluation system that ‘makes information available that is important to local decision makers’. The Local
Government Monitoring and Evaluation System was originally intended to be fully operational in 2004, at
which point it was to become the ‘key source for poverty monitoring indicators’. Improvements in
existing routine data systems were to be undertaken in order to meet demand until the new system was
fully established. There are indications that this may take somewhat longer than planned (Evans and van
Diesen 2002).

The consultancy report on Pakistan (ODI 2002b) suggests that decentralised monitoring can have an
important role, if certain conditions are met. It argues that ‘PRSP monitoring frameworks are intrinsically
“top down” in nature, that is designed to enable federal or provincial governments to monitor progress
within provinces or districts under their jurisdiction’. However, if decentralisation is taken seriously and
those districts are made responsible for PRS implementation in their local area, this should clearly be
guided by appropriate and reliable monitoring data. The report suggests that national sample surveys,
because of limitations on sample size, are unlikely to provide such data. Reliance will have to be placed on
administrative sources or on local data collection exercises, with a greater or lesser degree of community

involvement. The quality of this data is seen as largely dependent on the perceived incentives. Good data



may be produced by local governments if they feel under pressure to demonstrate the effectiveness of
service delivery and by community groups if they feel that the issues they raise will feed into policy
decisions. The report suggests that if these conditions can be met ‘local level monitoring represents a great
opportunity’.

The consultants workshop report (ODI 2002a) referred to above takes a more sceptical view, at least

of the extent to which scarce resources should be allocated to supporting local monitoring arrangements:

While the idea of monitoring as closely as possible to the ground is always appealing, and local
planning needs of course to be as well informed as possible, the cost, relevance and level of demand
need to be taken into account before any initiatives at this level are attempted. There was a general
feeling among the consultants that the rather centralised nature of current PRS monitoring efforts is

appropriate right now.

2.4 Sector specific versus cross-sector systems

A substantial report commissioned by KfW considers the relationship between sector programmes and
PRSP implementation (Hasselbarth 2001). This recognises potential risks if PRS monitoring agencies are
seen simply as imposing additional data requitements and introducing increased complexity into existing
sectoral monitoring arrangements. However, it also sees a potential for complementarities and mutual

gains:

if a coherent overall set of indicators and monitoring system can be ensured, the increased
complexity on the one hand should be compensated by the efficiency gains on the other hand.
Therefore, the sectoral indicators should also be integrated into the PRSP and the indicators to be
monitored have to be harmonized. Where the PRSP should concentrate on a number of core
indicators, the sector programmes can focus on more in-depth and implementation-oriented
indicators for the relevant sectors...the division of responsibilities for the collection of data and the

forwarding to the institutions responsible for the analysis and monitoring has to be clearly defined.

A review (CIDA 2002) of PRS monitoring arrangements in five countries (Burkina Faso, Benin, Cote
d’Ivoire, Mali and Niger) suggests that harmonisation between PRS and sector ministries will not be a

simple process:

the current conditions do not seem conducive to timely and satisfactory ownership of the monitoring
function by the concerned civil society actors and governments. Indeed, when it comes to the
governments, apart from some specific cases, the work methods are not yet adapted to the
requirements of the PRS monitoring-evaluation. In fact, it seems that the sectoral ministries remain

disinclined to reconsider their work methods from the vantage point of the priorities expressed in the



PRSs . .. the experience of shifting paradigms and national strategies over the past decades tends to
elicit a degree of caution vis-a-vis the PRSP approach, which is perceived as new and which some still
consider as another externally imposed initiative.

(CIDA 2002)

The consultancy workshop report discussed above (ODI 2002a) also considers the relationship between
PRS monitoring systems and the routine data generated by sector ministries. It argues that the temptation
to disregard such data and attempt to construct a new system ‘that monitors everything’ should be resisted,
both because it will not be successful and because it risks antagonising those line-ministry officials whose

support is most required.

While line-ministry routine monitoring systems are often not functioning effectively, replacing them
with a single unified centralised system is both impractical and inappropriate. Attempts to do this will
only swamp central bodies with information they cannot handle. Less obviously, this approach also
carries with it the risk of undermining what line-ministry commitment there may be to a PRS process.
Often, line ministries already feel “worked around” rather than “worked with” in PRS processes.
Encouraging the improvement of line-ministry monitoring systems — and then monitoring those —
would be a better level of ambition for PRS monitoring...It does not exclude timely, cost-effective
initiatives from the centre to complement or check up on the routine data that sectors agree to
collect.

(ODI 2002a)

Encouraging sector ministries to improve their own internal monitoring arrangements, for example, by
working with more disaggregated data and using service delivery surveys or Participatory Poverty
Assessments (PPAs) to complement or validate routine data from local service providers, is seen as a
more effective way to improving the quality of the overall PRS monitoring system. The potential for
improving sector routine data systems will be considered further below.

An important recent development which considers both cross-sectoral and decentralised information
systems is currently being developed in Uganda. The National Integrated Monitoring and Evaluation
Strategy (NIMES) (Uganda 2004a) has the aim of establishing an institutional framework ‘to bring greater
coordination to M&E [monitoring and evaluation] initiatives in Uganda’ by providing mechanisms that
align them to the stated needs of key stakeholders. Essentially, these mechanisms involve the creation of a
series of formal committees on which representatives of agencies responsible for a wide range of
information systems will meet on a regular and frequent basis to pursue a gradual process of
harmonisation, rationalisation and enhancement aimed at increasing their combined value for evidence-
based policy-making.

This process is intended to take place across both sectors and levels of government. For example,
local education management information system (EMIS) data should be explicitly linked to national data

on education collected by the Bureau of Statistics and, where relevant from a policy perspective, EMIS



concepts and definitions harmonised with those of the health management information system (HMIS).
Two existing programmes, Uganda Info, a national indicators database managed by the Bureau of
Statistics, and the LOGICS Management Information System (MIS), which is being developed by the
Ministry of Local Government to enhance district level data, will be used by NIMES with the aim of
ensuring that key stakeholders have access to required information from a wide range of existing M&E
and MIS databases.

PEAP monitoring, described in the document as ‘the most important cross-Government policy
framework’, is the driving force behind the proposal. ‘Ensuring that the PEAP data and information needs
are met will be an important focus’ and two key tasks of NIMES will be to ‘operationalize the M&E
aspect of the PEAP matrix by matching the proposed indicators with specific M&E or MIS systems’ and
‘ensure that accurate, reliable, timely estimates of the indicators are available’. Other cross-sectoral policy
frameworks are to have access to NIMES and it is also seen as playing a major role in the definition of
district level data needs. For the latter purpose, a specific District Data and Information Coordination

committee is to be included.

2.5 Government and donor monitoring procedures
PRS monitoring has been seen by a number of agencies as a key activity in terms of determining

ownership. The UNDP, for example, suggests that:

There is a contradiction between the principle of national ownership of PRSPs and the fact that
monitoring is seen as principally to report to external agencies. With its emphasis on nationally
owned MDGs, the UNDP would be the logical agency to raise this anomaly and press for PRSP
reports aimed at national audiences, which would secondarily be used as progress reports to donors

and lenders.

(UNDP 2003a)

It emphasises the need for government ownership of the monitoring process in its consideration of

involvement in the PRS for Azerbaijan.

Many international organizations, concerned with government commitment to implement the PRSP
strategy, thought UNDP should play an important role in monitoring implementation of the PRSP
based on UNDP’s perceived neutrality. While there may be some benefit from independent
monitoring, monitoring implementation is the responsibility of the government and should be
undertaken in the context of annual (and possibly quarterly) progress reports. UNDP’s resources
would be better used to support this.

(UNDP 2003b)



Ownership was also the main issue at a meeting in 2002 of the Strategic Partnership with Africa (SPA)
Task Team on the Post full-PRSP Process (SPA 2002). Their “Vision” of a PRS monitoring and reporting
system emphasised the need for a unified system, owned by national governments, agreed with all donor
agencies and based on an agreed minimal set of PRS indicators, reliably estimated from data generated by
the national PRS monitoring system (Annex 2, Note 2). The meeting reached agreement that most of the
outstanding problems related to a single issue — national monitoring systems were not sufficiently well
developed (both in terms of capacity and the extent of civil society involvement) to gain the trust of
donors. Hence there was a reluctance to abandon established and proven parallel systems.

The Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) review described above clearly identifies

this problem:

Notwithstanding the existence of serious concerns relating to PRSP monitoring and the presence of
dialogue platforms...implementation of monitoring-evaluation mechanisms is the subject of only a
handful of very ad hoc initiatives on the part of certain donors. None of the countries in the study
has an overall plan covering monitoring-evaluation capacity enhancement based on priorities
established and recognized by the national authorities and all of the donors. Moreover, there are no
mechanisms common to the donors for supporting these efforts.

(CIDA 2002)

More optimistically, the SPA Task Team meeting suggests that in some countries these issues were to
some extent being addressed. It cites the Action Plan for the Reduction of Absolute Poverty (PARPA) in
Mozambique, where ten donors had pooled budget support, agreed an accountability framework, and
accepted government quarterly reports on financial execution of the joint donor programme, quarterly
reports on budget execution and annual audit reports. Similarly, a recent World Bank/Development
Assistance Committee (DAC)/Otrganisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
meeting on harmonisation (World Bank and Sectetatiat of DAC/OECD 2003) comments favourably on
the example of Bolivia, where four development cooperation agencies (those of Netherlands and Sweden,
and the Inter-American Development Bank and the World Bank) had agreed with the government on a
uniform monitoring system that included joint donor field visits and a uniform report to all donors.

Again, in the SDC consultancy report on Burkina Faso, in spite of the complexity of the government

institutional arrangements, considerable progress on harmonisation is reported:

As a consequence of the joint budget support based on the PRSP, the state secretariat for economic
affairs (seco) has reviewed and revised its procedures regarding the follow up and disbursement of
budget support. These procedures are largely harmonised with the other donors of the budget

support group. The Director General of the then Ministry of Economics and Finance is reported to
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speak ‘warmly of the benefits of donor coordination, because the donors now receive the same
monitoring and reporting documents’. In summer 2002, policy dialogue between participating
bilateral donors and the Government also took place as a joint exercise for the first time.

(Gerster and Sawadogo 2003)

The European Community (EC), in an article on the Burkina Faso DCSLP (Cadre Stratégique de Lutte
contre la Pauvreté — version of the PRSP) in the DAC Journal (OECD 2002), makes clear both its support
for the principle of a unified monitoring and reporting process and its perception of the substantial

difficulties involved in realising this ambition.

Because of the weakness of Burkinabe statistics and difficulties in their tracking, much remains to be
done before the EC and the DCSLP will have a meaningful results tracking systems. Nevertheless,
the useful innovations that have been introduced to date represent an interesting point of departure
(pethaps a first?) in addressing everyone’s need — from the Burkinabe citizen to the European

Patliament — for a reliable DCSLP impact reporting system.

2.6 Discussion

Underlying much of the discussion around PRS monitoring systems are two key facts. The first is that in
most of the countries involved there are severe capacity constraints across the range of skills required. The
second is that these constraints are not sufficiently recognised or acted upon. They should imply the
adoption of a very conservative attitude as to what can be achieved and a willingness to make hard choices
in terms of prioritising activities. Success will often be dependent on the capabilities, status and
personalities of a few key players. Does the nature of the institutional framework matter in this context?
As indicated above, some argue that locating PRS monitoring under the Ministry of Finance greatly
increases the likelihood that it will be linked to government expenditures and that this will provide the
necessary incentives to carry other actors along. However, as suggested above, the “virtual” monitoring
system set out in the PRSP almost certainly does not indicate the real power relationships between the
various departments and personalities involved and these will typically be more important than any formal
administrative arrangements.

Rather than relying on the latter, it is probably more useful to seek to promote reasonable working
relationships between the PRS monitoring committee and the ministries, local governments, agencies, etc.
that are meant to provide the information on which it relies. The head of that committee clearly has to
have sufficient status (or contacts) to request cooperation from senior counterparts but it is doubtful if
either mandated authority or an implied threat to budgetary resources will provide the desired response. In
general the best course of action may be to make the burden involved in providing data sufficiently light
so that it is easier to comply than resist. A willingness to accept data in the form most easily provided

rather than in the precise form required can contribute to this objective.
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The preparation of PRSPs may have generated some interest in monitoring issues and data both in
government and civil society, but to a great extent this appears to have been a general interest, for example
in joining the process of identifying indicators and designing formal monitoring systems, rather than a
practical interest in the detailed activities required to effective implement those systems, generate reliable
estimates of indicators and use those indicators to explore policy issues and options. This implies that the
PRS technical secretariat, which it is to be hoped can take on these tasks, is of central importance.

As indicated above, there is much emphasis in the documentation on the need for analytical skills
within the technical secretariat. There appears to be an assumption that those who are well qualified and
experienced in data analysis are necessarily well equipped and motivated to pursue work on other equally
important areas such as data quality assessment, data management and dissemination. In practice, it is
often the case that many analysts regard these as less technically interesting activities to which they are not
prepared to devote a great deal of time and effort. It would be far more useful to assess capacity by
relating staffing requirements to the specific tasks to be undertaken. Such an assessment would, for
example, consider if monitoring institutions have sufficient (possibly more junior) staff who have the
necessary training, experience and incentives to undertake the more mundane and routine activities which
are also an essential requirement of an effective monitoring system. It would also have to balance the need
for high-level analytical skills against the expertise in communication and advocacy that is required to
promote the use of the information produced. Where specialised analytical and policy review skills are
required it may be better in many countries to contract-in the expertise required, especially if sector-
specific issues are to be addressed.

In many PRS countries technical secretariats often have few, possibly just one or two, motivated and
capable senior staff. Donors sometimes fund these staff members on salary scales which are substantially
above those available within government. Withdrawal of donor funding will typically see those individuals
seeking out other international agencies to maintain their income, probably disrupting the unit’s activities.
Given the core role of the secretariat, it would be of considerable advantage if they had security of support
over the PRS period and some degree of autonomy over staffing, salary, benefits and equipment issues.

Many of the PRS countries are committed to decentralisation policies and, if these are taken
seriously, they clearly necessitate the development of local monitoring systems that can provide the
information required for local decision-making. However, this does not imply that national PRS
monitoring should necessarily be predicated on such systems. In many countries the capacity constraints
which apply at national level are of a higher order of magnitude at local level and will take many years to
remedy. As and when they are functioning effectively they will undoubtedly contribute to PRS monitoring
and those responsible for the national system should obviously collaborate and provide support to the
extent practicable. For example, the establishment of reliable electronic communications between national
and local monitoring systems would be of advantage to both. However, in terms of overall PRS
monitoring resource allocation it is hard to see that building local capacity throughout the nation should
be seen as an immediate priority, given the magnitude of this task and overall financial, human resource

and time constraints. Moreover, particularly where there is popular support for decentralisation, local
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monitoring systems are more likely to function well if they are seen as evolving in response to a genuine
local demand for the information produced rather than as data-collection outposts of a central agency.

Even if government priorities are expressed in the PRSP, these may not be owned by sectoral
ministries or other agencies (including the statistics office), which will typically have agendas of their own.
In general, sharing and combining information is not usually part of the culture of such institutions. Given
this position, two possible strategies might be adopted. The cautious approach would be to assume that,
though there may well be scope for joint activities on PRS and sectoral monitoring, ministries will
generally regard the former as primarily a source of additional demands with no obvious benefits. As
suggested above, if this position is adopted, the aim would then be to make such demands as minimal as
possible.

Alternatively, it could be reasonably argued that PRS monitoring might provide an opportunity to
change this situation for the better. There would cleatly be considerable advantages if existing government
monitoring systems could be gradually enhanced and coordinated so that the requirements of PRS
monitoring could be met without the creation of a separate dedicated agency.! If existing monitoring
institutions felt themselves to be full partners in such an initiative and were perhaps provided with some
additional resources in return for their involvement, concerns relating to the costs of such involvement
and the lack of relevance to their specific interests could be minimised. Problems relating to “missing
middle” indicators might also be reduced as such indicators are often central to the day-to-day activities of
sectoral ministries and they would presumably be very interested in joint activities to enhance their
reliability or timeliness. As indicated above, such an approach has been recently adopted in Uganda under
the NIMES initiative. Though the report of a workshop on the proposal (Uganda 2004b) reveals some
initial confusion as to the objectives (it was suggested that the name be changed to NMEF — National
Monitoring and Evaluation Framework to avoid concerns that it involved the creation of a integrated
system which would impose additional reporting requirements) there appears to have been a generally
enthusiastic welcome for the underlying principles of the coordinating framework. It will clearly be some

time before its effectiveness can be assessed.

3 The roles of non-governmental organisations

Participation is a central tenet of the PRSP process. Many agencies regard it as an essential mechanism for
increasing national ownership and improving the efficiency of government policies. The engagement of
civil society organisations (CSOs) and the participation of citizens in general in policy-making may have

increased in most countries as a response to this principle, but there remains a lack of clarity about the

This section owes much to comments on an initial draft by Aline Coudouel of the Poverty Reduction Unit of
the World Bank.
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nature of their engagement and how it should be facilitated. Participation, at whatever stage from
consultation to monitoring and evaluation, is too often viewed as consensual and apolitical. The risks and

costs of participation have not been fully understood nor accounted for.

The image evoked is of a transparent and rational process. People say what they think. Everyone
gives their views and is heard. Everyone has a position on the policy under discussion. Working
together in harmony, across enormous power differentials, solutions are found to which everyone
can agree.

(Lucas and Cornwall 2003)

In the general context of encouraging “ownership” of PRSs, there has been a great deal of discussion
around the need to engage a broad range of stakeholders in the monitoring process. This, it is argued, can:
improve the quality of monitoring; raise awareness of the changes taking place; and allow communities to
contribute to the implementation process, for example by identifying problems and proposing policy
changes. In a review of 21 PRSPs, Schnell and Forster (2003) note that more than half explicitly mention
qualitative or participatory poverty and impact assessments in the M&E chapter. Only one country not in
sub-Saharan Africa, Albania, did so, though others (Nicaragua, Vietnam) did use PPAs to support the
PRSP poverty analysis.

The World Bank PRSP sourcebook specifically highlights the need for involvement beyond

government in various aspects of monitoring and evaluation systems:

nongovernmental actors — research institutions, civil society organizations, special-interest and
advocacy groups, and others — have an important role to play in the design of the monitoring and
evaluation system, in actually carrying out monitoring and evaluation activities, and in using the
results.

(Prennushi, Rubio and Subbarao 2001)

Below we consider two possible approaches to playing that role, essentially inside or outside the

institutionalised PRS monitoring system.

3.1 An institutional role for civil society?

Pain and Kirsch (2002) argue that control of the monitoring system by the ministry of finance or any
other central agency of government, be it the Vice President’s Office in Tanzania or the National
Economic Commission in Malawi, runs the risk that it will become, or be perceived to become, not only
centralised but exclusive. They suggest that if the capacity of civil society agencies for involvement is

careful assessed, and appropriate support provided, their active involvement:

offers the opportunity for the production of independent analysis and inputs into the public debate

concerning what works and what doesn’t. Further, if the understanding of joint monitoring is taken
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seriously it can help to achieve the principles of ownership, partnership, and comprehensiveness
better than any rhetorical government speech. In an extreme case this can help to promote citizen
action based on their involvement and create a space for action to be taken at a political level as a
direct response to the demands for action created by civil society.

(Pain and Kirsch 2002)

This concern for wider engagement is strongly endorsed by the UNDP, who argue that one area of

comparative advantage for them lies in:

strengthening independent monitoring and evaluation capacities that are in line with the broader
approaches to participation and transparency. Such capacities have to reside in civil society so that an
independent assessment of performance can be made and so that government departments and
programmes can be held accountable to the goals set in the PRSP.

(UNDP 2003a)

UNDP view support to participatory assessments (UNDP 2001) as reflecting one aspect of their general
policy of encouraging an increased involvement of CSOs and community-based groups in the overall
PRSP process. Funding CSOs’ activities which contribute to the monitoring and evaluation of poverty
reduction strategies is seen as complementary to funding their contribution to the formulation of those
strategies. On the other hand, the consultants workshop report discussed above takes a very cautious and

limited view of the potential role that NGOs and CSOs can play:

There is a common expectation, particularly among donors, that NGOs and CSOs can and will carry
out some sort of “community level monitoring” of the PRS. Here too a distinction needs to be made
between intelligent use of tools like PPAs and participatory beneficiary assessments that can provide
quick “symptomatic” feedback on the basis of a small sample or case study, and instituting a
comprehensive system. The latter should be regarded as out of the question. Such proposals rest on a
serious underestimation of the technical challenges of building systems that are rigorous, reach down
to the community level and generate data that will be actually used.

(ODI 2002a)

Forster (2002) urges a need to be realistic about the extent to which “real” participatory monitoring is on
offer. He broadly distinguishes three very different levels of involvement, all of which are sometimes
described as participatory: the provision of monitoring information; sharing control over the content,
process and results of an evaluation activity; and engaging in the identification or implementation of
corrective actions. Asche (2003) highlights the importance of understanding the role and political

implications of the choice of strategy, as ‘seemingly innocent participatory PRSP monitoring can have
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politically very different meanings’. In extreme cases, he suggests, the encouragement given to
communities to become involved in PRS monitoring may be simply a way of diverting them from seeking

effective political influence on the implementation process:

In several PRSP countries we are observing a tendency that is supported unwillingly by part of the
donor community and that in fact will ultimately lead to participatory monitoring replacing genuine
social participation in the implementation of the national PRSP. Whilst PRSP writing is still seen as a
broad, consultative process, participation actually stops with the paper being handed over to the
government for implementation, and social forces only come into play again when monitoring of
results begins. Participatory PRSP monitoring, in this case, actually stands in for institutionalized
political participation.

(Asche 2003)

On the other hand, some forms of participatory monitoring can have the strategic and conscious aim of
strengthening social consultation and control. It is important that all involved parties are clear about which
of these options is being pursued. Some methodologies, for example ColmPact, which is favoured by
Deutsche Gesellschaft fir Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ), aim to go far beyond the levels of
accountability normally encountered in industrialised countries, and can raise politically challenging
questions. The implications, and the extent of government willingness to respond, must be taken seriously
(Asche 2003). For example, most NGOs are convinced that, whatever the feedback from monitoring
exercises, broad macroeconomic policy is not up for discussion. When the Honduran NGO Interforos
withdrew from the PRSP process because it felt alternative approaches were being pushed aside, the
government responded that its options were tightly constrained by prior agreements with the IMF (Panos
2002).

While most donors and governments support the concept of involving civil society in PRS
monitoring, few have provided an effective institutional basis for their involvement. A recent World
Health Organisation (WHO) review of 21 PRSPs found that in the formal descriptions of most

monitoring systems:

Nongovernmental organizations and academic institutions are mentioned as monitoring partners in
just three countries: Zambia, Honduras and Albania. Some other PRSPs do mention activities
designed to gather opinions from poor people as part of their PRSP monitoring. For example,
Malawi conducts annual stakeholder workshops as well as broader district level surveys and Uganda
will receive input from the Participatory Poverty Assessment Project. Ethiopia has also recognized a
need for a PPA, and Guinea will ensure that qualitative data is included in all its surveys.
Fundamentally, however, monitoring remains in the hands of government structures and institutions
with little external assistance or input.

(WHO 2004)
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A report by Oxfam (2002) similarly argues that the monitoring sections of PRSPs mainly focus on
technical information to be collected by governments themselves rather than looking to the engagement
of citizens to generate the kind of flexible feedback that could inform and help shape policy over time.
There are a number of institutional arrangements by which civil society can potentially be involved: joint
civil society and government initiatives; independent citizen monitoring; and citizen participation in
government-led consultations (Forster 2002). Two interesting examples of alternative approaches are
provided in Tanzania and Uganda (Annex 2 Note 3).

Opverall, with a limited number of interesting exceptions, PRS monitoring is very concentrated in
government hands and ‘the terms of engagement...remain very much in the realm of the “invited
participation” and “consultation”, where more powerful actors frame the way the others are involved’
(Brock 2000: 18). According to the categories of participation in PRSP processes identified by McGee
(with Norton 2000), there is little evidence of real empowerment (initiation and control by stakeholders),

but perhaps evidence of some gradual movement from consultation towards joint decision-making (Pain

and Kirsch 2002).

3.2 Independent civil society monitoring

Some international NGOs have argued that developing independent monitoring initiatives may give civil
society the chance to take more control over the process than engaging with government (Oxfam 2002:
11). Thus far, the great majority of participatory exercises appear to have developed as government-led
initiatives backed by donors. The review by Schnell and Forster (2003) indicates that, of the 21 countries
considered, only in Honduras did CSOs appear to have taken the lead in this area.

Hughes (2002) questions whether CSOs can engage with government on an equal footing and
without compromising their values and autonomy. Some CSOs are sceptical about government
commitment to participatory processes, and fear that participation in government systems will
compromise their credibility as a watchdog over state policy and actions (Gould and Ojanen 2003). In
addition, it has been suggested that such independent systems can serve to complement government
efforts. Whereas the latter tend to focus on quantitative methods and take a national perspective, civil
society approaches will generally be more qualitative and locally focused.

A paper by Seshamani (2003) attempts to provide a rationale for an independent monitoring system
in Zambia. It notes that civil society perspectives on what constitutes successful implementation do not
always coincide with those of government. For example, there has been strong dissatisfaction with the
emphasis on economic indicators. CSOs are said to be interested in exploring and monitoring a much
wider range of factors than those determined by government. There is a concern, too, that civil society
would be permitted a very limited role in government monitoring — not sufficient to articulate all their
needs and concerns. An appraisal of the Government of Zambia’s monitoring system noted that the roles
of anyone outside of the Ministry of Finance and National Planning appeared to be merely ‘peripheral add

ons’ (Republic of Zambia cited in Seshamani 2003).
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Cornally (2003) reports a coalition of four CSOs who were dissatisfied with government monitoring
proposals and have therefore drawn up a National Plan for Capacity Building and Consultations for the
Participatory Monitoring and Evaluation of the PRSP in Honduras. The aim is to ensure an increased role
of civil society and local governments in the implementation, follow-up and evaluation of PRSP policies,
programmes and projects. Through five months of workshops, they aim to increase the level of
understanding of PRSPs amongst CSOs and then set up thematic monitoring committees. They would
then be able to lobby for the inclusion of CSO committees in the government PRS monitoring plan and
propose new indicators. They will also help to facilitate improved communication between government,
civil society and donors. Cornally’s report (2003) notes high levels of interest but very weak capacity
among NGOs. There are also high levels of concern about the political will of the government to facilitate
civil society monitoring of the PRSP and to adapt the implementation of the strategy according to the
results of the monitoring carried out.

Whatever role they are to play, the capacity of CSOs to take up joint monitoring activities certainly
needs to be addressed. In some countries there is a history of NGO capacity and civil society is well
organised and networked. In others, however, the capacity needs are great. For example, civil society in
Rwanda is described as ‘embryonic and unable to play even a timid role in holding the government
accountable’ (Renard and Molenaers 2003). Most civil society and advocacy groups are small, voluntary
and not well organised. In many African countries their social base is narrow and often urban,
cosmopolitan and professional. In some cases domestic CSOs are “crowded out” of policy debates by
better-resourced and more visible international NGOs. This is detailed by Gould and Ojanen (2003) in the
case of Tanzania, where international NGOs have gained, often with substantial financial backing from
donors, far more significant representation in the spaces for civil society involvement in the monitoring
system than local CSOs, raising serious questions as to the true nature of “civil society”.

Civil society relations with donors and the funding of capacity building are important factors. GTZ
Social Policy Advisory Services (SPAS), in operation since 1999, provides an interesting example of
support to NGOs in this area, more recently in relation to PRS monitoring. Funding for civil society
implementation of monitoring plans is also a struggle, especially, though not exclusively, where these lie
outside the government system. Poverty Action Funds (PAF) monitoring committees in Uganda are
voluntary, but the related networking and training activities of the Uganda Debt Network (UDN) are
funded from organisations such as Oxfam UK and the Danish International Development Agency
(DANIDA). In Tanzania, however, even those agencies involved in the PPA consortium working closely
with government, have had to second a staff member at their own expense and were only compensated by
government for field expenses. This clearly limits participation to those organisations which are financially
secure (Gould and Ojanen 2003).

Many Northern NGOs responded to requests for capacity support to local CSOs in PRSP
consultation processes. However, while the need to shift the focus from poverty assessment to monitoring

has been noted, practical assistance has, with some exceptions such as Oxfam’s support to the UDN, been
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limited. Some national NGO networks have themselves undertaken programmes of skills development to
build civil society capacity. In Uganda, the UDN has organised workshops which are said to have been

well attended and attracted a number of district government officials (UDN 2002).

3.3 The role of parliament

In a study of the 28 sub-Saharan Africa countries involved in the PRS process, GTZ (2003) considers the
actual and potential role of one particular group of stakeholders — national parliamentarians. They point
out that: ‘Monitoring — controlling the actions of the executive — is one of the fundamental functions of
parliament, and is also embedded in the constitutions of the African PRS countries studied’. However,
they concede that effective oversight is rare, even in apparently straightforward areas such as the basic
government accounts: ‘In only one fifth of the HIPC countries are the audited accounts submitted to
parliaments within 12 months’.

A few PRSPs (Guinea, Mauritania) explicitly indicate the need for parliamentary involvement in
budget monitoring (Schnell and Forster 2003). However, Pain (2003) points out that there is no mention
of a specific role for patliament in the PRS Soutcebook and argues that this is a neglected area that merits
more attention. He suggests that in a truly democratic environment, parliament ‘should be responsible
overall for the monitoring of the PRS” and notes that the issue is of particular importance in countries
such as Vietnam, Cambodia and Yemen, where parliament would expect to debate and approve the
national plans. One encouraging development is said to be the emergence of a coalition between
parliamentarians and civil society groups on issues relating to the PRS in a number of African countries.
He cites the links between the Malawi Economic Justice Network (www.mejn.org) and the Parliamentary
Committee on Budget and Finance.

The Chair of that committee, L.J. Chimango, M.P., has described the difficulties of the task facing
parliamentary committees in attempting to play an effective role in monitoring the Malawi PRS
(Chimango 2002). He argues that substantial capacity building will be required in leadership development,

training and support staff:

A basic level of understanding of economic parameters is necessary for effectiveness in poverty
reduction. Skills to access information are also necessary in the fast moving world of Internet.
Minimum working facilities and an environment with capacity to follow up on issues is also
critical... The Malawi experience also reveals that for the committees to succeed, well-motivated and
trained clerks and research staff must service committees. Consulting services are expensive.
Therefore, the sustainability of the Committees’ efforts lies in the recruitment of highly professional
staff, hopefully those who will sympathise with the Committees’ zeal and mission. All too often, a
committee’s enthusiasm can founder because of lack of support from Parliament staff.

(Chimango 2002)
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Mozambique has also legislated to provide a specific role for parliament in monitoring the PRS (PARPA).
Responsibility is divided between three existing committees, which have the authority to summon

ministers to report on progress (ODI 2003a).

3.4 Discussion

In principle, civil society involvement in PRS monitoring should have a number of benefits. If effective it
can indeed increase the input and agency of CSOs and improve the transparency and accountability of
government actions through increasing public awareness and understanding. However, as indicated above,
all sides must be aware what form of involvement is being offered. Does “participation” involve some
degree of empowerment and control over outcomes or is it simply another word for informing CSOs
about what government intends to do. Both may be useful activities but they should not be confused.

It is by no means self-evident that CSOs should always be involved in joint monitoring activities,
particularly if that involvement is heavily dependent on government funding. It can be argued that at least
some would be much better occupied in the independent analysis of monitoring data, so that they are in a
position to seriously debate the interpretation of findings with central and local government agencies. This
of course presupposes that governments are willing to accept this option and make required information
available in a timely fashion and appropriate form. It will also depend on the capacity of CSOs in terms of
analysis and exposition and their access to effective channels of communication and influence. These are
areas where external support, for example from international NGOs, may well be required, again assuming
government approval. The establishment of some form of mediating agency for quality assurance may also
be helpful in ensuring that CSO “evidence” is sufficiently convincing to persuade government agencies
that it is necessary to take it into account. The independent poverty observatories in West Africa seem an
interesting model.

The Bolivian example discussed in section 4.3.1 seems of particular interest, because of the legal
framework which has been created in the National Dialogue and Popular Participation Laws. The Comites
de Vigilancia, composed of six elected CBO leaders, are intended to ensure that community project
priorities are reflected in local investment decisions. In principle they have the right to insist on audits and
can petition for funds to be frozen if they suspect serious misuse. Of course, establishing such
arrangements does not imply that they will function as intended and local power relations may well have

much greater influence than national laws.
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4 The “"missing middle”: monitoring implementation and intermediate

outputs

Ideally, PRS monitoring should allow assessment of the extent to which identified policy actions have a
positive impact on targeted populations. This requires that all the links in the chain between policy and
impact should in principle be determined and quantified. Monitoring must therefore be concerned with
inputs, proximate (intermediate) outputs, outcomes and final impacts.

Booth and Lucas (2004) are among a number of authors to focus on the failure to address this
requirement in early PRSPs, which generally focused on the relatively easier tasks of budgetary or
expenditure analysis at one end of the chain and survey-based impact evaluation at the other. This failure
has come to be known as one instance of the general problem of the “missing middle” — the need to
specify more precisely how well-intentioned policies will deliver promised outcomes and impacts. It is of
considerable concern because intermediate output indicators which can predict longer-term outcomes
with reasonable reliability have come to be seen as central to the PRS implementation process. They are
the only way to obtain short-term feedback on the practical consequences of policy actions and hence the
possibility of modifying those which are not on track.

However, the problems associated with the identification and estimation of such indicators should
not be underestimated. DANIDA, in a review of the Tanzania PRSP (DANIDA 2001) points out that, for
many of the suggested intermediate output indicators, short-term change will be at best small and difficult
to monitor: ‘It might well be that a decade is a realistic time-frame for expecting new initiatives to have a
profound impact on the chosen intermediate indicators’. The report argues that in some cases perhaps the
best that can be realistically expected and effectively monitored in the short run is ‘the specification of
budgetary targets for allocation of discretionary recurrent expenditure...to priority areas identified in the
program’. Scott (2004), in a consultancy report on Honduras, also emphasises the long-term nature of the
process of developing monitoring indicators. He suggests a useful distinction between ‘first and second
generation’ indicators, moving gradually from the initial necessity to begin with indicators which may be
‘deficient with respect to definition, coverage, accuracy, frequency of data collection or timeliness of
dissemination’ to improved versions over a time horizon of three to five years.

A WHO review of 21 PRSPs (WHO 2004) seems to confirms that, in spite of widespread agreement
on the need to improve the situation, the “missing middle” problem is still very much in evidence, at least
in monitoring PRS initiatives in the health sector. This review found that while impact indicators such as
maternal and infant mortality were routinely targeted in monitoring systems, intermediate health

indicators, other than that of simple coverage by health services, were much less well represented:

there were often glaring gaps where whole components of the health strategy lacked any means of
monitoring. Most typically, these were components related to strengthening the quality of care,

improving management, strengthening data collection, etc ... One gap, which was fairly consistent
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across PRSPs, was the failure to provide for monitoring of activities to reduce financial barriers to
health care. Although 15 PRSPs addressed this issue, only three presented indicators that could be
monitored.

(WHO 2004)

Three broad and potentially complementary strategies have been pursued to address these issues:
improvement of the existing routine data systems (RDSs) commonly used by ministries to track
intermediate indicators; the development of national surveys (with particular emphasis on “rapid” or
“light” surveys) specifically intended to deliver data relevant to PRS implementation at least annually; and
special studies (including qualitative/patticipatory exetcises), which either replace or at least triangulate
estimates from routine sources for specific localities. The following three sections will consider
experiences with each of these options.

Before proceeding it may be useful to note that the review found only one serious attempt to address
the apparently central question: “How should decisions be made as to the most efficient allocation of
resources across diverse PRS monitoring sources?” In an innovative study in Tanzania, Rommelmann,
Setel, Hemed, Mponezya, Angeles and Boerma (2003) attempted a cost-effectiveness analysis of 11
different sources of information on national level indictors identified in the Poverty Monitoring Master

Plan, Health Sector Reform Programme and Local Government Reform Programme. They argue that:

demand for information is increasing at all levels, yet resource allocation in information system
investments has lacked an evidence base, a comparison of costs and outputs that might inform
decisions. Resources have been and may continue to be relatively scarce for service-based M&E
efforts within line ministries, as well as for an increasing number of alternatives such as continuous
“stand-alone” information systems (e.g., demographic surveillance sites), and cycles of repeated
surveys (e.g., DHS or household budget surveys) that are generally carried out by statistics bureaus. It
is our hope that the comparative costs and results presented here may assist in any expansion or
consolidation of information collection efforts undertaken in Tanzania, and that our methods might

be built upon in other contexts. (Rommelmann ez a/. 2003)
Unfortunately, but perhaps not surprisingly, they were forced to radically adjust their initial aims:

While a formal analysis of the cost-effectiveness of information systems was our initial objective, it
was not attempted. The primary reasons for electing not to conduct a formal analysis related to
constraints of time and resource, and the complexity of operationalizing an appropriate effectiveness
parameter that could be measured across systems.

(Rommelmann ez a/. 2003)
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4.1 Routine data systems

This section is concerned with efforts to improve the completeness and reliability of relevant
administrative reporting systems and data, including sectoral management information systems. Almost all
PRSPs (28 of the 34 listed in Annex 1, Table A.4) indicate that the routine information systems associated
with service delivery in at least the education and health sectors will be one of the key components in the
estimation of intermediate output indicators. There are grounds for arguing that PRS monitoring systems
should be based as far as possible on such systems. In most countries data scarcity is not a problem. The
major (and mutually reinforcing) constraints on effective use relate to: its poor quality; the limited analysis,
interpretation and dissemination undertaken; and lack of compatibility and coordination between the
various sources. If these constraints could be overcome, the benefits in terms of the establishment of
sustainable sources of quality information which could serve the needs of both service delivery systems
and national policy would be considerable.

Over recent years, there have been a number of innovative exercises — some involving
computerisation and communications technology but others simply based on better management of
information and human resources — which have attempted to achieve this objective. The issue to be
considered here is to what extent these exercises have been successful and whether they suggest that
further investment in this area is the most useful use of scarce resources in developing improved PRS
monitoring systems.

It is interesting to note that the difficulties in using routine data systems for monitoring purposes
were little discussed in the initial round of PRSPs. For example, the section on monitoring strategy in the

PRSP for Mozambique emphasises the central role of such sources:

with regard to process indicators, the strategy is based on indicators normally used by the sectors to
monitor their activities and progress . .. The main sources of information for the process indicators
are the sectors themselves (Ministries), but data from the National Statistics Institute INE) will also
be collected, as well as information from research, case-studies, and qualitative evaluations.

(Mozambique 2001)

The implied assumption that RDSs can deliver much of the required information can be compared with
the more cautious approach adopted in a progress report by the PRSP Secretariat in Pakistan (Pakistan
2003). This appears to indicate a perceived need for survey-based “validation” of the data derived from
health and education management information systems (HMIS and NEMIS) and to provide timely

feedback on intermediate indicators:

The government has decided that a Core Welfare Indicators Questionnaire (CWIQ) survey would be
conducted on an annual basis to capture the information relating to all intermediate indicators in the
full PRSP . .. Similarly the PIHS questionnaire is also being audited to be reflective of all information

that needs to be captured in relation to outcome of the PRSP process ... Therefore, intermediate
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indicators would be captured by CWIQ and final outcome indicators would be monitored through
PIHS ... CWIQ would provide quick results as well as third party validation to HMIS and NEMIS
data relating to the above mentioned intermediate indicators.

(Pakistan 2003)

This decision, which appears to represent a substantial departure from earlier intentions, may have been
influenced by a consultancy report (ODI 2002b) which addressed the limitations of the HIS and NEMIS.
Both were reported to ‘suffer from substantial weaknesses, and are not used very much for the purposes
for which they were originally intended’. A discussion of the underlying causes included those typically
cited in this type of assessment: lack of equipment, lack of qualified staff and the need for additional
training. One specific issue was the problem of recruiting suitably qualified and experienced staff at
provincial level. The EMIS in Balochistan, for example, was reported to have been ‘essentially non-
functional for two years’ for this reason. This problem, of recruiting and retaining appropriate monitoring
personnel at lower administrative levels, is one that would be recognised in many countries.

An additional problem identified in the health sector MIS in Pakistan was the absence of any
effective linkage between the main system and those associated with parallel programmes. Again this is a
familiar position. In most countries there are a multiplicity of sectoral information systems, often linked to
a variety of vertical programmes which have no incentive towards integration or even rationalisation. A
recent review in Cambodia (Lucas 2002), for example, lists some 20 health monitoring systems, some
essentially moribund through lack of funding but others linked to programmes (IB, HIV/AIDS, Malaria,
etc.) with substantial donor support. The latter often have very specific, agreed reporting requirements.
This may be an advantage if the associated indicators are compatible with the needs of PRS monitoring
but if not there may be considerable reluctance to suggestions that established procedures should be
modified in any way.

There is a wealth of similar documentation detailing the shortcomings of RDSs in most PRS
countries, even those which regard these systems as essential to PRS monitoring (Annex 2 Note 4). As
indicated above, many countries see the improvement of at least the EMIS and HMIS as an essential step
towards an improved PRS monitoring system. However, many donor agencies would probably share the
more cautious view of the consultancy report on Pakistan (ODI 2002b), which argues that simply meeting
the needs of PRS monitoring would not provide sufficient justification for the considerable resource

allocation that would be required.

There is therefore a need to invest substantially in improving the coverage, reliability and timeliness
of HMIS data — but only if there is a realistic prospect that this information will be widely used in
policy making and management at province, district and local levels, as well as for PRSP

monitoting . . . support to EMIS can only be justified if accompanied by measures to substantially
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increase the use of the information collected, and to encourage dissemination and use of EMIS
results at local level. PRSP monitoring alone does not provide sufficient justification for investing in
strengthening EMIS.

(ODI 2002b)

The above report provides no basis on which to assess the magnitude of the “substantial investment” that
might be involved. In general, while many agencies describe the general shortcomings of RDS, few
provide any detailed guidance as to how these might be overcome. The United States Agency for
International Development (USAID) is one exception to this rule. Its annual country reports typically list
key indicators, data quality issues and potential corrective actions. In a discussion of key indicators for
Zambia (USAID/Zambia 2003), for example, it identified problems relating to coverage, quality, level of
disaggregation and timeliness of the data on primary enrolment in centres intended to provide basic
education to the most disadvantaged children. A series of possible actions to remedy this situation are

proposed:

Regular supetvision (school visits) by Ministry and/or implementing partner; increased supetvision at
provincial and district levels in 2003; increased training of center mentors; and development of an
EMIS-based tracking and reporting system ... If it appears that these actions are insufficient to
ensure quality information, we will authorize the Implementing Partner to hire special data collectors

to go to each center to collect the information.

(USAID/Zambia 2003)

Note that the potential cost implications of the suggested procedures are considerable, given that they
provide for the intervention of an independent external agency to ensure that routine data collection
procedures are followed at each of the participating education centres. A similar approach, involving
systematic data audits at health facilities has been adopted in some health districts in Cambodia — primarily
those managed by external agencies. It appears to be relatively effective, in that the HMIS data from these
districts are generally regarded as reliable, whereas those from all other districts are treated with the
greatest suspicion. However, again such improvements come at a high price (Annex 2 Note 5).

The WHO has argued that many projects intended to implement or improve national level routine
information systems in low-income countries have produced little improvement and in some cases made
matters worse (WHO 1994). They have for many years focused instead on supporting district level health

information systems:

many national policymakers ... have decided to attack the information problem at the
roots...Bolivia, Cameroon, Eritrea, Morocco, New Zealand, Niger, Pakistan, Philippines, and South

Atfrica are examples where comprehensive HIS restructuring efforts have taken place recently or are
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still underway. One of the more consistent findings of these experiences is that decentralization of
information management toward the district level is an effective strategy to improve routine
information systems.

(Lippeveld 2001)

The new district HMIS in South Africa seems to provide an apparently successful application of this
approach. However, recent research on a project to improve the HMIS in Uganda finds that it too can run
into serious problems (Annex 2 Note 6). Health information statistics ate generally seen as substantially
more problematic than those in education. Booth and Lucas (2004) discuss an innovative EMIS in The
Gambia which should be a primary source of PRS monitoring data and Pernu and Nousiainen (2002)
suggest that recent work to improve the EMIS in Nepal has also achieved a considerable measure of
success.

One additional concern, which should perhaps receive more attention, is that some of the
information generated by RDS may be politically sensitive. WaterAid (2003) point out that such systems
are often the source of figures quoted to indicate the improvements achieved by national or local
governments. They report that in Nepal careful analysis of 22 district profiles indicates that some 56 per
cent of the population is covered by existing water supply schemes. Moreover, many of the supply systems
are in need of rehabilitation and the actual percentage served by functioning systems could be as low as 34
per cent. Both figures are considerably less than the official national estimate of 70 per cent. WaterAid

describe the pressures on the responsible agency:

Recently DWSS provided data to the National Planning Commission indicating far higher coverage
than was reported in the district profiles. It seems that DWSS are in a difficult position; on the one
hand they want to show progress and that coverage is increasing, yet on the other if they show
coverage to be too high donors are likely to conclude that water supply and sanitation are not
priorities for investment.

(WaterAid 2003)

4.2 Sample surveys

One of the longest running debates of statistical policy has been as to the appropriate use of sample
surveys as alternatives to RDS. The difficulties of improving the latter to the extent that they can deliver at
least reasonably useful and reliable data have persuaded many international donors to follow the survey
route. This in turn has diverted both financial and human resources away from the improvement option
which, in principle, is generally agreed to be the appropriate long-term approach. This issue naturally arises
in PRS monitoring, with the added constraint imposed by the relatively short time horizon within which
results are required. While most of the PRS countries have indicated that they will undertake large-scale
surveys (living standard management surveys (LSMS), demographic and health surveys (DHS), etc.) at

various points over the PRS period, for monitoring purposes the main interest lies in the use of routine
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surveys that are intended to deliver findings at least on an annual basis, or on those specifically intended to
track policy to outcome links. Here we note three types of survey proposed by a number of countries (all
deriving from original design work undertaken by the World Bank and other international donors) that

address three key PRS themes — household poverty, budget tracking and service delivery.

4.2.1 Core Welfare Indicators Questionnaire (CWIQ)

The CWIQ survey (World Bank 1999) was developed by the World Bank, United Nations Children’s
Fund (UNICEF) and the UNDP. It was designed to provide a means by which leading intermediate
output PRS indicators could be estimated annually using a relatively simple survey instrument on a
sufficiently large sample of households to allow for necessary disaggregation on at least a regional, gender
and age basis. It includes indicators on well-being and access to, utilisation of, and satisfaction with, basic
services. Because of the simple structure and machine-readable format, the time required for data
processing and analysis should be minimal. The surveys have been adopted by number of African PRS
countries, including Guinea, Malawi, Rwanda and Senegal, as a soutrce of information on intermediate
output indicators. As indicated above, Pakistan (Pakistan 2003) has also decided that an annual CWIQ

survey will be a core component of the implementation monitoring system.

4.2.2 Public Expenditure Tracking Surveys (PETS)
PET surveys (Lindelow and Dehn 2001) were designed primarily to track budgeted expenditures down to
the units providing services (schools, clinics, etc.) to see what proportion of such expenditures reached the
units and how they were translated into service provision. Because they involve detailed work at facility
level a range of data on inputs, outputs and quality are collected which are directly relevant to PRS
requirements. Four countries, Cameroon, Mozambique, Rwanda and Uganda, specify that such surveys
will be routinely undertaken in the monitoring and evaluation chapters of their PRSPs.

Participatory PETS (PPETS), as the name suggests, involve CSOs in the collection, analysis and
dissemination of input and expenditure data. In the review of 21 PRSPs Schnell and Forster (2003) report
that nine of these (Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Malawi, Mozambique, Niger, Tanzania, Uganda and Zambia)

intended to undertake PPETS.

4.2.3 Quantitative Service Delivery Surveys (QSDS)

These provider surveys, targeted thus far at health facilities and schools, were initially developed as a
research activity within the World Bank (Dehn, Reinikka and Svensson 2001). They are intended to be
complementary to PETS, focusing on quantitative performance data derived mainly from the records of
front-line service delivery units. Exercises have been undertaken in five African countries: Chad,
Madagascar, Mozambique, Nigeria and Uganda. However, thus far only Uganda has explicitly indicated
that further rounds of the QSDS will be used to provide PRS monitoring information. Though it does not

mention the QSDS, the consultancy report on monitoring in Pakistan (ODI 2002b) proposes something
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similar. “There is a very strong case for conducting a light, frequently conducted survey, collecting
information from education and health facilities as well as from households. Such a survey could build on

the best aspects of the CWIQ and MICS [Middle Indicator Cluster Surveys| surveys.’

4.3 Special studies and qualitative/participatory monitoring exercises

As noted above, formal civil society involvement in PRS monitoring systems tends to be focused on
implementation. In principle, the associated monitoring of input, output and performance satisfaction
indicators can often have a far more powerful influence on policy processes than final outcome
monitoring — if timely, reliable data can be collected, analysed and disseminated. This is an important
concern given the scarce resources available to CSOs and the need to maximise impact and leverage in
advocating for pro-poor policies. The methodology adopted for such exercises will obviously vary
according to the objective. Many commentators suggest that in practice a combination of participatory
and more traditional methods, building on existing information systems where feasible and relevant, may
be most effective, particularly in influencing high-level policy-makers. The following sections detail

experiences with some of the most widely used approaches.

4.3.1 Budget monitoring

The way policy is translated into actual activities on the ground is by having resources allocated to it
within the annual budget of a country. As such, the budget can be a key vehicle for civil society to monitor
whether or not a policy is being implemented. There are various stages in the budget process which allow
opportunities for influence by civil society: budget formulation; budget debate and analysis; and
monitoring budget implementation (inputs and outputs).

Oxfam, which has supported a number of such activities, has provided detailed guidance for CSOs in
influencing budget processes (Oxfam 2002). This document advocates the need to focus on a few critical
areas, organise activities around a limited number of simple questions and messages and work with
parliamentarians to feed into budget debates. The difficulty of accessing relevant information on budgets
(allocations, distributions and spend) is clearly a significant challenge for many CSOs. Again, the Oxfam
document suggests methods to overcome this potential constraint working with allies, parliamentarians,
sympathetic government officials and donors.

The UDN has facilitated civil society monitoring of Poverty Action Funds in Uganda. It has achieved
this through the establishment of local Poverty Monitoring Committees (PMCs) composed of grassroots
community representatives. Through a number of workshops, the UDN has developed the skills of these
committees to be able to organise their own monitoring exercises, publish reports and use them as tools
for dialogue with local government officials. Such committees now exist across 17 (of around 50) districts
in Uganda. The UDN reports that a number of these have experienced difficulty in accessing budget data
and that members are often afraid to issue public complaints. Some monitoring committees have extended

their activities to campaign against corruption and have joined the Anti Corruption Coalition of Uganda
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(ACCU) (Gariyo 2002; UDN 2002; Hughes 2002). The Uganda model has been adopted, though as yet
with less success, in Malawi. Here collaborative work was undertaken between CSOs and the
Parliamentary Budget and Finance Committee (Lawson 2003).

Another often-quoted example of budget monitoring relates to the work of the Institute for
Democracy in South Africa (Idasa). This is a South African public interest organisation which established
the Budget Information Service (BIS) to analyse the allocation and use of public resources and to
understand the impact of the budget on the poor. BIS has become an important source of independent,
critical analysis of the budget. Equally important, it aims to enhance and facilitate the participation of civil
society, the media and legislatures in the budget process through education, support and awareness-
raising. Idasa has recently stepped up its efforts to analyse the impact on budgets of the HIV/AIDS crisis,
following the release of data on the high level of HIV/AIDS incidence among the poor (International
Budget Project 2001).

“Social audits”, a term associated with Latin American PRSPs (e.g. Bolivia, Honduras and Nicaragua)
is similar in intent to the PPETS described above in that they aim to monitor whether allocated funds
reach intended beneficiaries. In Bolivia, the Catholic Church, along with 30 other organisations fed their
poverty reduction priorities into the government-organised ‘“National Dialogue”. High among their
concerns was the issue of corruption and civil society pressured the government for an ongoing role in
implementing and monitoring the use of debt relief funds. As a result, the government established a legal
requirement for civil society oversight in debt relief expenditures (Catholic Relief Services 2003).

The institutional structure for monitoring activities, the Social Control Mechanism (MCS), is still in
the process of being defined. However, over 10,000 citizens and small organisations have formed
departmental and municipal level oversight committees. A national office will provide overall
coordination, and a “Verification Commission” will ensure transparency and integrity through approval of
departmental committee staff. Though the MCS strategy has not yet been fully endorsed, some
committees are already operating and acting on complaints. In a notable achievement, the national office
intervened in a salary dispute in which health workers had not received payment for three months, despite
the fact that these salaries are covered by Heavily Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) funds. The Minister of
Health credited the MCS with negotiating a solution to the conflict, and all back salaries were issued as of
July 2002 (Catholic Relief Services 2003). Such links with formal accountability systems is seen as essential
(Schnell and Forster 2003) and in Honduras this has involved the establishment of an ongoing
relationship between CSOs on the one hand and the Comptroller-General, Prosecutor’s Office and the

Commissioner for Human Rights on the other.

4.3.2 Report cards and satisfaction surveys

Report cards and satisfaction surveys are regarded as an effective way of gathering systematic feedback
from citizens on the quality and performance of government service providers, to highlicht gaps and
bottlenecks in service delivery and to improve accountability of service providers. The equivalent of a

customer satisfaction survey, they reflect peoples’ actual experience and can provide space for their ideas
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for improvements to be expressed. The concept predates the PRS and was first introduced by the Public
Affairs Centre in Bangalore, India in 1993. Those surveys not only indicated where people were
experiencing poor services, but also highlighted very low levels of awareness of anti-poverty programmes
(Catholic Relief Services 2003). The approach has since been replicated in a number of countries including
Kenya and the Philippines, and is identified as a PRS monitoring tool in Albania, Ghana, Nepal, Rwanda,
The Gambia and Uganda.

4.3.3 Poverty observatories
The UNDP has supported the establishment of “poverty observatories” in a number of countries,
particularly in French-speaking sub-Saharan Africa. These vary in character but are essentially independent
agencies which either undertake or support others to undertake frequent and rapid poverty relevant
assessments and disseminate findings to both policy-makers and community members. They emphasise
broad stakeholder participation in the monitoring process.

A detailed description of an observatory in Vietnam is described by Vu (with Asselin 2001). It is
based in two poor mountainous districts and aims to provide a comprehensive poverty profile for the

district populations. This observatory is said to have been established on two basic principles:

Community-based data collection: Local people (leaders of hamlets, mass organisations, rural
intellectuals, etc.) are involved to be surveyors. Respondents trust local monitors and they are not in
trouble or shy when they provide their owned information. And, because monitors know their
community, they have a good sense of whether people are responding truthfully...

Participatory approach and localisation of information: By empowering and transferring
information to commune members, people have been able to devise solutions and make decisions on
their own behalf. Community members and decision-makers can quickly assess which policies are
effective at fighting the causes of poverty.

(Vu 2001)

Benin and Burkina Faso have identified poverty observatories as one main source of PRS monitoring data.

UNDP cleatly regards their use as one way to deliver the required “missing middle” indicators:

Since the purpose of monitoring PRSPs is to determine their short-term impact and effectiveness,
periodic national household sutveys will not be sufficient...UNDP should encourage the
development of more frequent surveys and rapid assessments of the poor and by the poor
themselves and help to ensure that the results of these surveys are fed back in a timely way to policy-
makers and community leaders. This is one of the goals of the poverty ‘observatories’ in some

francophone African countries.

(UNDP 2003b)
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4.4 Disaggregation issues
PRS monitoring has tended to focus on the generation of indicators which relate to national populations,
with the risk that certain sections of those populations (e.g. women, children, the elderly) or particularly
vulnerable groups (e.g. the disabled, those in remote rural areas, ethnic minorities, urban street-dwellers)
may continue to suffer, or even be plunged further into poverty as aggregate level indicators appear to
suggest the success of PRS policies.

As might be expected, there is a general agreement that disaggregation is in principle intrinsically

beneficial.

Even though there may be limitations, the better the distinctions drawn between the social strata —
e.g. between non-landowners and landowning farmers — the better PRSP monitoring will be able to
determine the causes of poverty and their change over time by the effect of poverty reduction

strategies.

(Asche 2003)

However, there is much less agreement as to how and to what extent these issues can be effectively
addressed, particularly in view of the limited capacity of monitoring systems. Three types of disaggregation
have been discussed at length in the PRS monitoring literature: poverty and vulnerability; gender; and

geographical area. A number of other recent studies are included as Annex 2 Note 7.

4.5 Discussion
It is now widely accepted that in the short run PRS monitoring should focus at least as much on
implementation progress as on trends in poverty. There is much discussion of the need for “missing
middle” indicators relating to policy implementation. However, it must be remembered that the lack of
such indicators in early PRSPs was not a simple oversight. The emphasis on outcomes and impacts
reflected a reasonable desire for evidence that policies were resulting in actual as opposed to potential
improvements in the living standards of the poor. In many cases the precise “chains of causality” between
policies and outcomes were, and remain, problematic and open to debate. Such uncertainty makes the
selection of appropriate indicators problematic and this is reflected in the “scatter-gun” (collect
information on a large number of possibly useful indicators) or “usual suspects” (estimate the standard
indicators recommended by international agencies) approaches commonly proposed. In many cases, even
if “optimal” indicators (i.e. most appropriate given a clear understanding as to how a policy initiative is
intended to produce a desired outcome) can be defined, they may well prove difficult or expensive to
estimate to the required accuracy over the timescale required.

Given resource constraints, the suggestion by DANIDA that budget allocations and expenditures
may be the most appropriate focus for short-term monitoring is an interesting starting point, particularly if

it involves effective tracking exercises with mechanisms to ensure transparency and accountability. This is
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a similar route to that proposed in the Kenya Interim PRSP (IPRSP) (discussed in Booth and Lucas 2001).
Linking these data to a small set of basic service provision indicators that can reliably reflect annual
changes — school attendance, health care utilisation, boreholes constructed, etc. — could provide a
reasonable starting point in assessing if a PRS is on track.

Routine data systems have the great potential advantage that they can deliver disaggregated
information which allows policy-makers to determine not just that schools and hospitals in general are
failing to improve service delivery but also which specific schools and hospitals are failing or succeeding.
They may sometimes even be able to show that such failures are not in relation to the population as a
whole but only to women, the elderly, particular ethnic groups, etc. If the quality problems could be
overcome they would often be far more useful than sample surveys, but that remains a daunting and at
least medium-term task. One question which is rarely addressed is whether the poor quality could be at
least ameliorated in the short run by analytical means. For example, even where there is a known bias, for
example, lack of returns from the poorest areas, this is often ignored or at best treated by means of a
crude ad hoc adjustment in the estimation of indicators. It would seem useful to at least explore further the
possibilities for combining routine data with other sources to generate genuine “best estimates”.

Experience suggests that surveys tend to be donor-driven. Few statistical offices can resist proposals
for large well-resourced surveys, even if this means diverting their best personnel from other planned
activities. The preference for survey-based data is understandable and may be perfectly rational in the
short term. The task of designing, implementing and analysing even a large-scale national sample survey
under difficult circumstances is much less daunting than attempting to extract reliable data from the often
routine data systems that exist in many PRS countries. Surveys are typically the only source of data that
can be readily disaggregated by population socio-economic characteristics, in some instances even
allowing direct comparison of outcomes as between the poor and the non-poor. They can be also be used
to enhance the value of routine data systems, for example by demonstrating the links between
geographical and socio-economic factors as in poverty mapping.

Of greater concern is that the preferences of donors are sometimes evident not only in terms of
timing but also in terms of detailed content. This may be based on the desire for internationally
comparative data or simply on the fact that it is easier to adopt a mainly standardised package than
attempt wholesale localisation. In the case of the CWIQ surveys, for example, because they utilise
machine-readable questionnaires, amending the content entails modification of the supporting software.
The PETS and QSDS can be seen as valuable attempts to address the “missing-middle” issue, seeking to
quantify the links in the chain between policy and outcome. However, given that they originated in a
specific research context, it may again be reasonable to question if their content is optimal for the use to
which they are now being put. An interesting question would be: “What is the minimum data required
from such surveys to provide the necessary evidence on PRS implementation issues in each specific

country?” This might result in a considerable simplification of current survey procedures.

32



Donors are often reluctant to become involved in potentially long-drawn-out and technical debates
on the reliability of specific indicators. Even attempts at constructive discussion on possible sources of
error can easily provoke defensive or antagonistic responses from those who feel that their professional
skills are being challenged by powerful outsiders. In many cases donors will prefer to seck out alternative
sources — bypassing the responsible agency to seek out data from other government departments or
possibly urging the need for yet another round of data collection. The USAID approach, of requiring the
quality of key indicators to be openly assessed and alternative methods of improving quality proposed
where necessary is an interesting model.

It would be helpful if the distinction between qualitative methods and participation were more clearly
maintained. There is general acceptance that qualitative methods, which include a range of tools often
associated with participatory approaches, can help to overcome some of the weaknesses in quantitative
methods, drawing out issues and explanatory factors that can be missed by analysis of information from
RDS or traditional surveys. Their disadvantages have equally been the subject of a substantial literature.
Such arguments have lead to a widespread acceptance of the use of complementary qualitative and
quantitative methods. Triangulation of sources is generally accepted as offering possibilities for increasing
the richness and reliability of analysis (McGee with Norton 2000; Carvalho and White 1997). However,
the routine labelling of qualitative exercises as “participatory”, which often seems to be done in order to
emphasise agencies’ concern with community involvement and “ownership”, may be becoming counter-
productive.

This practice has generated considerable antagonism, certainly within many international NGOs,
over what is widely regarded as the hijacking of the participation agenda by the international financial
institutions (IFIs). For them the defining characteristic of “participatory” monitoring is that civil society

has overall control of the monitoring process.

The key distinction should be the degree of control and involvement that participants have in
determining the scope and themes of enquiry, in generating data, in analysis and in the generation of
recommendations or solutions. Many of the forms of enquiry currently described as “participatory”
involve informants only in the generation of information. (Participation) appears to involve
substituting questionnaires with the templates for PRA diagrams and asking people to fill in the
blanks, capturing their “voices” as they speak.

(Lucas and Cornwall 2003)

A useful and workable distinction might be to reserve the “participation” word to monitoring activities
which are independent of government or donor agency control. This would by no means exclude such

activities — simply that they would be formally labelled as qualitative or rapid appraisal exercises.
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5 Using the results — dissemination, analysis and policy change
The World Bank proposes that dissemination should involve ‘mechanisms tailored to different groups in
civil society, as well as policy makers, programme managers, programme beneficiaries, the general public,
the media and academics’ (Wotld Bank 2000, cited in Pain and Kirsch 2002). The diversity of information
needs and absorptive capacities of each of these groups needs to be taken into account in designing
dissemination strategy (Pain and Kirsch 2002).

Here, we consider two aspects of the use of PRS findings: direct feedback mechanisms which should
have the potential to change specific policies; and broader issues of communication with the population at
large. Finally, the relationship of Poverty and Social Impact Analysis (PSIA) to PRS monitoring is briefly

considered.

5.1 Feedback and policy review mechanisms
The ODI consultancy report on Pakistan (ODI 2002b) discusses the need to address the issue of how the
findings of the monitoring system can be effectively used to enhance policy. They suggest that the lack of

mechanisms to achieve this is a serious weakness:

there is much more to PRS monitoring than just compiling and reporting on the monitoring
indicators . .. One key function is the need for in-depth evaluation of PRS policies, especially if
monitoring indicators suggest that these are not having the intended effects, which leads into a
broad process of discussion and review of PRS policies. No mechanism for the latter has yet
been established, and no institution has been identified that would fulfil the in-depth evaluation role
(which in practice might involve identifying and commissioning special studies, information
collection activities etc.). It is probably preferable that this institution is different from the one
responsible for compiling and reporting on the monitoring indicators.

(ODI 2002b)

The minimal outputs of PRS monitoring, which might be seen as one such feedback mechanism as far as
donors are concerned, are the required annual PRS Progress Reports to the IFIs. Stakeholder participation
in the preparation of this report varies widely (Schnell and Forster 2003). In Albania, as discussed below, a
distinct CSO report is prepared in parallel. In other cases the stakeholder groups, usually those involved in
the original PRSP consultations, may be involved on a continuous basis in the preparation of the report,
commenting and proposing revisions and ensuring the awareness of a wider audience (e.g. Honduras,
Nicaragua, The Gambia). A third common approach is via a series of consultative workshops with a
variety of stakeholders, intended to inform and invite comment (e.g. Burkina Faso, Ghana, Guinea,
Guyana, Malawi, Uganda).

In some cases it is suggested that the progress report may be the only output (ODI 2003a). Of the 34
PRS countries, 12 have at least one progress report on the PRSP website and just three have two or more.

Given that specification of the monitoring system was not an issue on which a PRSP risked rejection, the
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initial progress reports generally reflect the fact that such systems are at a very early stage of development.
It is not the intention here to review those documents, but it is evident from a cursory examination that
they are very substantial (often 300 pages or more), have cleatly taken considerable effort to produce and
that much of the quantitative information presented tends to pre-date the PRS period.

A compelling example of a much simpler feedback mechanism, in this case to government policy-
makers, is quoted in PRSP Synthesis Note 7 (ODI 2003a). A study in Uganda by the PMAU demonstrated
that increased investment in the water sector had not resulted in an increase in the number of sources of
safe water. This is reported to have directly influenced a decision that reforms should be undertaken
before additional funding would be made available. This example seems to bear a close resemblance to the
series of PSIA studies conducted recently by the IFIs and DFID in a number of PRS countries (Hanmer
and Hendrie 2002). Its attractiveness from a monitoring perspective lies in the fact that the data could be
easily and inexpensively assembled and open to an unambiguous interpretation which was difficult for
those responsible to refute. Schnell and Forster (2003) note that the PSIA approach was still being
developed at the time many PRSPs were prepared and thus few (Uganda being one exception) mention it.
However, ‘they have a substantial potential for opening up impact monitoring and evaluation to
participatory approaches’.

Feedback mechanisms are by no means intended to be restricted to policy-makers and programme
managers. A number of the participatory monitoring approaches discussed above are specifically intended
to include a phase when findings are fed back by communities into policy discussion. Asche (2003), for

example, describes the way in which GTZ intended Qualitative Impact Analysis (QIM) to work in Malawi:

1. In cooperation with the government — in fact, by the government itself — certain sectors and
poverty dimensions are selected and compared over time in order to be able to reveal trends with
regard to issues on which policymakers need feedback from the population. Following the
integration of QIM into the PRSP process, these naturally include poverty-related and socio-political
issues.

2. Surveys and group discussions are held in selected districts. Even these decentralised processes are
guided/chaired by specially trained central government officers who are thus exposed to a local
reality that they are frequently unfamiliar with.

3. The prepared results are finally directly fed back into central government's decision-making
processes, and also disseminated to the wider public in the country in question.

(Asche 2003)

Asche argues that the specific aim of this process was to engage governments and strengthen
accountability. The results are described as encouraging, with evidence that it did sometimes result in

policy change.
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5.2 Communications

The PRSP Sourcebook includes a discussion on communications strategy which suggests that ‘strategic
use of communication tools and concepts can help ensure this process of inclusion through sharing and
dissemination of information and knowledge at all levels of society’. It argues that popular ownership of
the PRS ‘relies on accurate, consistent and continuous communication that provokes response and
encourages debate and dialogue’. To illustrate the problem, a study by the Panos Institute (2002) of the
roles of different stakeholders in PRSP processes in Uganda, Lesotho and Ethiopia found that, in spite of
the supposed emphasis on ownership, participation and widespread consultation, most people in those
countries had no idea what a PRSP is.

Widespread dissemination of information to civil society is obviously one key to increase overall PRS
understanding, ownership and engagement. In most cases this task is allocated to government agencies —
typically under the ministry of finance or ministry of planning. Three countries describe distinctive
dissemination models in their PRSPs. The Ugandan approach (which includes the Poverty Forum, a
periodic public debate on poverty issues, and publication of the biennial Poverty Status Report and a
range of other PMAU outputs) is generally seen as a good traditional example. The arrangement in
Albania, where the government has indicated that it will invite CSOs to jointly prepare an independent
report which will be appended to the annual PRS progress report, seems an interesting and innovative
mechanism for a more formal channel of communication. However, there must be doubts as to what
would happen in practice if the two documents were seriously contradictory. In Tanzania, a multi-
stakeholder working group has been established to take responsibility for the overall design and
implementation of the dissemination strategy.

The Panos report (2002) makes the argument that the media should be among the best-positioned
institutions for the role of information dissemination, stimulating public debate and acting as a
government watchdog. A strong and independent media should be able to provide information to citizens
which would allow them to take a more active role in policy dialogues which are going to impact on their
lives. Unfortunately, they suggest, in most developing countries the media are not prepared, or themselves
well enough informed, for this role.

The reasons for the lack of interest in, and awareness of, issues relating to PRSPs among the media
need to be analysed and addressed. As Panos note, there is a preference for politics and entertainment
over reporting on poverty or development issues. Furthermore, in Africa in particular, there are few
specialist journalists trained in economics or development issues. Media in many countries are principally
urban-based, and have relatively little interest in issues in rural areas. Finally, poor relationships between
media and government or NGOs limit the flow of relevant information from these sources to journalists.

Of course, in many PRS countries the press is largely government controlled and not free to share
information that will call its legitimacy into question. Hudock (2003) notes that of the first 19 countries to
complete a PRSP only two can be said to have a free press according to a Freedom House assessment.

She argues that the potential of the media in PRSP processes remains largely untapped, and media reform
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should be more highly prioritised in PRSPs themselves. Though, as indicated above, the PRSP
Sourcebook highlights the importance of the use of the media, few financial and technical resources are
directed to supporting relevant initiatives. Hudock recognises that there would be serious concerns if
donors were seen as directly supporting particular national media outlets. However, she suggests that they
could play a useful role in supporting regulations and institutions which encourage development of the
sector. UNDP (2001) has conducted PRSP-related media training sessions in Malawi.

As noted above, many civil society monitoring activities have remained outside the government
systems with the purpose of providing an independent source of information to advocate for policy
change. Possing (2003) suggests that despite a lack of encouragement from the World Bank and other
donors to take this more critical, rather than collaborative, role there is significant evidence of civil society
action in this area. He argues that NGOs can play a key part to play in sensitising and mobilising local
people, to make them aware of their rights to public information and accountability roles. One key area in
which civil society can, and does, play a significant communications role is in working to expose and
control corruption. As noted above, the UDN in Uganda has been strongly involved in training and
awareness-raising on this issue and has helped to set up a regional anti-corruption coalition (Gariyo

2002:3).

5.3 PRS monitoring and PSIA
A report to the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2003), evaluating World Bank and IMF support to the
PRSP process in seven countries (Bolivia, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Tanzania, Uganda, Vietnam and

Zambia) complains that very little formal, systematic assessment of policy impact had been undertaken:

Thorough and comprehensive poverty diagnostics in the form of ex-post and ex-ante PSIAs, which
should form the foundation of the PRSP have not yet been systematically applied in any of the
reviewed countries. Hence PSIAs have not been applied yet in policy priorities and for undertaking

trade-offs. (Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2003)

The report suggests that support by the Nordic donors for the application of PSIA will assist a situation in
which such support has previously been uncoordinated and on a case-by-case basis. This is intended to
allow an established feedback process, use of PSIA to provide an input to the design of the PRS
monitoring system and greater transparency, through the dissemination of PSIA information to a wide
audience.

Pilot PSIA exercises in five PRS countries, Armenia, Honduras, Mozambique, Rwanda, and Uganda
(Hanmer and Hendrie 2002) appear to support the idea that focused studies can produce policy-relevant
findings within a relatively short timeframe (40 days) and based mainly on existing information. Of
particular interest is the discussion of the need for both quantitative and qualitative information and the

value of micro-level and case study data in addition to the traditional household survey data. ‘Small, short,
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rapid appraisal methods can pay big dividends, and national knowledge can ... provide useful “rules of
thumb” regarding economic behaviour by which first order approximations of impact can be judged’
(Hanmer and Hendrie 2002).

The above report mentions that one study, in Honduras, was constrained by the absence of a social
accounting matrix (SAM). While such frameworks are costly to develop, the broad insights into general
equilibrium effects that they can provide are almost impossible to envisage by other means. Future PSIA
work may be assisted by the work of the International Food Policy Institute, which has developed a series
of highly disaggregated SAMs for a number of the poorest countries. Two interesting examples are given

in Annex 2 Note 8.

5.4 Discussion

With a few notable exceptions (for example, Uganda, Tanzania, Mozambique, Vietnam), it seems that at
least in the short run there will be limited overt demand for PRS monitoring data in government, other
than that generated by the need to meet the requirements of donor review processes. This will especially
be the case for those PRS indicators initially developed for the IPRSP, which are widely seen as driven by
the IFIs and lacking local ownership. If the link between performance monitoring and donor funding is
used to promote PRS implementation, it may result in perverse incentives in terms of monitoring. If
failure to achieve agreed targets has unpleasant financial consequences there is little incentive to
strengthen monitoring systems which have the potential to highlight that failure. The appropriate
approach would seem to be to encourage the identification of bottlenecks and if necessary offer the
possibility of additional support in overcoming them.

While many countries have expressed a general interest in improving their statistical M&E capacity
there is as yet little evidence as to the potential implications for the policy process. Few PRS countries
(Uganda and Tanzania perhaps provide recent counter-examples) have traditionally used performance
monitoring or evidence-based research to drive policy change or budget allocation decisions. In general
policy is political and personal (Booth and Lucas 2004). Modification of this position is possible but not
without the establishment of appropriate incentives. For example, in Uganda the formal links which have
been established between poverty orientation and allocation of funds from the PAF is reported to have
considerably increased the demand for data and analysis by line ministries (Schnell and Forster 2003).

In the absence of such specific incentives, PRS monitoring agencies will need to have very good
marketing and communications skills if they are to persuade government officials and civil society of the
value to them of the information being produced. Tailoring feedback to match the specific interests of
targeted stakeholders is clearly of great importance. This applies to sectoral ministries and local
governments as much as to CSOs. Two specific approaches seem to have made some headway.

Governments, both national and local, and CSOs do appear to be very sensitive to comparative and
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ranking indicators, which show their position relative to another country, province, district, etc. For
similar reasons, poverty mapping also appears intrinsically attractive and offers considerable scope both in
dissemination and in generating responses that can influence policy debate.?

The PSIA exercises quoted above provide very attractive examples of the type of policy analysis
process which could engender a greater interest in the use of PRS data, if it became part of the routine
activities of the monitoring system. Again, given the capacity constraints, it may be necessary initially to
base such activities on the technical secretariat, possibly reinforced by local or national consultants.

However, extending the basic approach to involve CSOs would be an attractive possibility.

Note that the NIMES proposal in Uganda recognises the importance of this approach by including a specific
Geographical Information System (GIS) coordinating committee as one of its key components.

39



0oy

sawwelboid orwouodg buliojiuop
10} 99131WIW0) |B2IuyYda] 8yl AQ pajeulpiood g

uoo.Jawe)

SYUdN 2y3 BuLiojluow Ul sHoyd

HBuizeuipiood 104 3)qisuodsaa Aouabe sjdipuid ayy
SI yaiym ‘buluueld Jo AISIUIN BYF UIYIM pasnoy
sI Apoq siy] *buiiojiuow pue uoiejuswajdwi
‘uole|nwuJoy 104 d|qisuodsau s| Juswdo|aAag
|BIDOS 0] |IDUNOD dY3 JO 1RIRIDIIDS |RISUID By

elpoque)

doueul4 pue Awouod3 Jo ASIul

oseg eunjing

|1DUNo) Adijod

|BID0S |RUOIIBN BY3 pue |1Puno) AdIj0d dlwouod]
|euoll_N Y3 JO 1RIIR}DIIDS |BDIUYDD) DY)

SI SIYL "}un sisAjeuy Ad1j0d d1Lou0d3 pue [eID0S

aU3 Aq 3no paliied 34 ||IM S¥dd Y3 JO uoljen|ens einljog
Buiysedsslo
pue juawdojaAaQ ‘uoiIdY JUSWUIDA0D
JO UOIRUIPI00)) 104 93B]S JO JIISIUIN DU JO
sao1dsne ay3 Japun pade|d AlBA0d suieby 1ybid
9y3 JO Juswdo|aAaQ dU3 40 UOISSIWIWOD |euolleN
3y3 SI I\ J0) MJOMBWEeL) [RUOIIN}IASUI DY L ujuag
ssao0.4d jeyy buliojiuow Joy osje
pue ssadcouad uonejuawsadwi ayjy buneuipiood
104 Ajjigisuodsad ||eiaA0 ARY ||IM Juswdol|aAap
JIWou02d pue AndAod uo swweuaboud a3els uefieqiazy
Awouod3 pue adueul4
40 A13siUlN B3 UIyIM pa3edo| HuUN I8N dSud elusuly
aoueuly
JO ANISIUIN U3 UIYIM JB1IRIDIDDS |BOIUYDD ] elueq|y

Jy10

Buiuueld jo Ansiuip

@oueuld jo Anisiuip

sdSid @2U3 ul papnads se wajsAs Buliojiuow 10y Ayjiqisuodsal Bunjeuip1oo) :1°y a|qel

31ISqaM dS¥d dY3 UO d|qe[IeAe. SdSHd IIN} Y€ Y3 WOJ) PIALISP SI|qeL T Xauuy




8%

IRIA S93_UIPJI00D pue uoniejuaW|dwl
S9]eUIpJO0D 1BLIRIBII9S 4dD SYL “Judpisald
3yl Aq padieys (4@D) |1Puno) Mlomawedd
juawdojaAag aAIsuayaidwo) |euonen

9y} AQ pajeulpJood 3q ||Im Abajedis uononpay

AMBA0d |euoniRN 2Y3 JO uonejuawsa|dwi ay L uelszABIA)Y
Aduapisald ay3 Jo
Aaasiuip ay3 Jo sasidsne ay3 Japun jpuiqed |e1os
3y3 03 1elB}2II3S |BDIUYD)] Y3 SI Jun Moddns
|e21uyYda] 3yl "juapisaid ayl Aq pajeulplood
‘JoU1ge) |RIDOS Y3 Ul Ssapisad diysiapeaT selnpuoH
Buiojiuow pue bunuawajdwi
104 9|qIsuodsal S| 1elde1aJd9S dS¥d Ul eueAnp
uo1oNpPayY AMDA0J 104 JeleIaU09s bulpueis eauino
‘ue|d 33 Byl
Jo uonejuswa|dwi ay3 Jojluow pue asiAladns
|I'Mm uonpedadoo) |euoibay pue buluueld
d1Wou003 Jo ASIUl YL "dS¥d Y3 JO IR
Y3 9BMDPUN [|IM UOISIAIQ IRIN SUOISSILIWOD)
Bujuue|d JuswdojaAaq |euoiieN aylL eueyon
dS¥d 2u3 jJo uonejuswaldwi ay3l Joyuow pue
91euIplood |Im eib1039 Jo swwelbold uoidnpay
A31aA0d pue juswdoljaAaQg d1wouod] 3y}
40 BulI0jIUO|N DY) pue uoIleUIpI00) JO nealng 9yl e16.1090
WI91SAS ay3 93euUlpJ00d
1M (@340IW) uswdojaAa@ dIWou0d3 pue adueuld
40 A1IsIul 93 ul Iun BuliojiuOW SJeydM YL eidoiya3

uoISIAIDdNS dS¥d 10J 9913IWWO0D |elIISIUIW
-J23ul ybiy e s siy3 aAoqy ‘uoijesadoo)

pue juswdojanaq ‘buluueld Jo A1lSiUlp

ay3 Jo saoidsne ayy Japun 4dS¥d aya buliojiuow
104 9|qisuodsad S| 99131WW0D BulIDIS dSHd UL

Peyd




(44

2oueUl4 Jo AlSiully pue enbeuediy Jo

syueg |edaua) ayj ‘sdieyyy ubialo4 Jo AISIUIN Y3
40 1oddns ay) YIm ‘[9A3] [UOIRU B} 1B dSYd
343 JO QN pue uopejuswa|dwi sy} 93eUIpI00d

[IIM ADUBPpISald Y3 JO 1R1IRISIIDS |BDIUYDD) YL enbe.sedIN
uononpaJ Ajuanod spaemol ssadbouad Jojuow 03
uo01323S bulioliuo|y AJISA0d paysi|qelsa Ajauadal
pue uolsIAlg Buliojiuoly |es3ua) sy ybnoayl
pajepuew S| pue 3|04 AJ0SIAIDANS [|RISAO
ue sey (DdN) uolssiwwo) bujuueld |euonen ayL |edaN

9oueul4 pue bujuue|d Jo Aasiuip

anbiquezopn

dS¥d ay3 104 buiiodau

pue buliojluow ‘uoirejusawadwi 93LUIPJI00D 0}
Apoq Buioe ulew ay3 aq ||Im I40W Y3 Jo dnoi
yo.1easay AMBA0d dyl ‘Awouod] pue sdueuld

40 Aysiuiig ay3 Aq pa3eulplood aq ||IM dSud

ay3 Jo bulojiuow pue uoirejudawWa|dwl [|BIDAQ

ejjobuopy

uolPNpay
AMBAOJ 10J 99771WIWOD) |B1I9ISIUIW-13]UT

ejuepanep

juswedaq buiuueld [euoiren

e

sisAjeue apinoid pue S04

JBIW 231eUIpJ100D |IM ey} (DML) 991Wwo)
Bujdop |B21IUYDS] B AQ paAIaS 3q ||IM 9913WIWIOD
9y "SaISIUIW JURAD[DJ WO} SD1RIDIIDS
9|dpund Jo bunsisuod s Iwwo) buliojiuop

e 9q ||IM SIY} yjeauoag *|0.J3u0d ||eJSA0 duNsse
|lIM AWOU023 3Y3 U0 9IWWOD I_dUIqe) dYL

imejep

901JO S,3Uspisald ay3 Jo jjels

JO Ja1ys ayj pue 126png pue soueuld ‘Awouod]
3y3 Jo J33sIully 3yl Ag paulol ‘yuswdojaaag
|el03II9] pue uoepodsuel] ‘sHIOM d1ignd
‘sswwelbold d1wouod3 jo abaeyd ul J93SIUl
dWlid JIA 3U3 Ag pIay si |20 |eD1UYdd} 3Y} 4O
uewJieyd ay3 Jo 321340 3yl dS¥d @2yl buliojiuow
pue buije.p jo abieyd uj S| |92 |BOIUYDD] VY

deosebepep




1914

Abajeays ayy buinuswsdwi ui ssaiboid IR

pue 1no Auied 0] S| ‘sadulnold pue salisiuiw

aul| yam uoniesadood ul ‘3iun siy3 Jo uoiduny ayyL
'dS¥dd 243 Jo uonejuswajdwi ay3 21euUIpI00d pue
jun BupjIom |BISISIUIW-J9IUl UR YS||qrISa 0}
SaL3SIuIW aul] yam bBuijeuiplood Ul 9joJ pes| ay3

2 e) ||IM JUBWISaAUT pue buluueld Jo Auasiulp weuldin
Jiun sisAjeuy pue bulojiuojy AJSA0d epuebn
Buliojiuow s31 104 Ayjigisuodsal
9ARY pue YdS ay3 Jo uonejuawsa|dwi ay3
03 diys.aapes| |eonijod pue aouepinb [euoiinliasul
9pIA0dd ||IM 99331LUIWIOD DIWIOU0 |9A3] ybiy ayl eiquen aylL
[3A3] |euOllRU BY] 1B dS¥d 343 Jo Joedwi pue
uonejuswsa|dwi ayy bulojuow 1oy Ajljigisuodsad
||_JDA0 DARY ||IM D10 S,3udPISaId DIA YL eljuezue}
,dSdd 23 buinoisdwi pue buliojiuow,
uo juapisald ay3 JO 9130 DAIINIBXD BY3 UIYIM
jun e ysijqeisa 03 spuajul Juswulanob ayy uejisnjife]
*J91SIUIN dWIdd dU3 4apun |1Dunod bupjew
-UoISIDap pue Hullaa3s |BIIS]SIUIW-JIUT BYL |ebouas
*w93sAs buliojiuow ayj Jo 103euIpI00D
[[ed9A0 SI swwelbold uoionpay AJaAod
|euoileN a2u3 4o Jun e ‘aljoieAlasqQ A3laAod aylL epuemy
S21pn3s sisAjeue 1oedwi pue awo02IN0
‘Juswssasse AyaAod Joj uoissiwwo) bujuue|d ayl
pue uoi3ngl3siq SWOodU] pue uoiPNpayY AMIA0d
uo YdJeasay Joj 243U ‘sd13s1iels Jo nealng
|edapad ay3 ‘syun buoyuow |epuiAoid yym
S931210QR||0D pue dS¥d dY3 S9]1eUIplo0d ddueUl
40 AlISIUI BY3 Ul JelIR}BId8S dSHd |elapad ayl uejsbjed

dSidd 3y3l JO IR pue
uonejuswsa|dwl ‘uoieulplood ayj ui 3jod buipes)
ay3 sAe|d dSud 2U3 JO 1B1IEISIDDS JuUdURWIDd

196IN




144

Buiuue|d jeuonen

pue adueuld Jo AsiUulN 9Y3 Ul (QW3d) Juswnedaq
juawabeuely d1wouod3 pue buiuuel|d ayy Aq
udepapun aq ||IMm uoiouny buloyuow ||eJaA0 Byl

eiquez

9913IWWO0D dS¥d 9Y3 J0 diystsaquiaw

3yl yum Aousbe buisiaiadns ayj se pawioy
34 ||!m Juswdojana@ pue buluueld Jo Ansiulp
39Ul YUM walsAs Bupiojiuow pue uozewlojul
Apanod ayy Joj 993131wwod buleals v

US WA




14

deosebepep
JRIN DAI3094J9 J10) paysI|gqeiIsa aq ||IM SUOI3eJISIUIWIpe 93B]1S [B20] puk sjuawiiedap ‘salisiuiw ‘Jerie3aldas 4g) buiiun 3lomiau uoiewlolul uy
S913IAII0R QA INO AdleD SUOIjRJISIUIWIpPE 91R])S [BI0T uelszABIA)Y
dS¥d @243 Jo dn-mojj04 pue uoirejuawa|dw] ‘UoI3RUIPIO0D BY3 Ul PAA|OAUI dJe sjuswedap pue sanijedidiuniy selnpuoH
ssao0.d Buliojiuow ay3 Ul suapjoyaels ate s|punod abej|ia eueAnp
dn 39s a9 |IM se23131ww0d Buojiuow Ayaaod |euoibay
SISA|euB pue UO0I3123||0D Blep 3SI|RJIUI3P 0] PI3U dY3 9 ||IM WISAS SIyl Jo uoirejuawajdwi pue ubisap ayj Joy so|dpulid buiping eauinp
SpuISIp
9yl Ul swes ayl op dnous Huojiuo|y AJBA0d ID13SIQ "Ssuolbal ay3 ul sa13IAI30R I\ UO J0odad pue 93eulpJ00d Sjiun uoieulploo) bujuueld [euolbay eueyon
e161039
eidoiya3
S|aA9| abe||IA pue uojued 9Y3 03 PAPUIIXD 3] ||IM WISAS Buliojiuow
SIy3 24n3ny ay3 ul ‘uoibau yoes Jo S|9A3| |ean3d9aidgns pue |ejuswedap ‘|euoibad ay3 je udxeMHIpPUN SI dSHd JO uoiejuswaldwi ay3 buioyuop peyd
uooJawe)
IR 10J Moeqpasy buipiaoid Joj pue eiep Buizenwindoe ul 3jod A9 e Aejd 03 aJe S|IDUN0D SUNWWOD) eipoquie)

oseg eupjing

pauayibuails aq |[IM (YISIS) WISAs I PRIRIUSIO SINS3Y BY3 ‘[9A3] |ejuswiedsp ay)y 1y

[9A3] |[ejuswedap pue |edpiunw ay3 38 paysi|qeisa 94 [|IM SWIISAS uonew.lojul [euolbay einljog
juswpedap yoea ul paysljqeiss aq
[IIM 99331wwo) Buliojiuoly [eyuswiedag e pue [9A3] |edidiunw ay3 38 paysi|geisa aq |[IM JoAew ay3y Aq paJieyd aa33wwo) Bunojuoly jediunpy v uluag
uefieqiazy
|19A9] |edulA0Id BY3 3R S1YIAIR0R Bwwelb0ld dSHd DUl JO IRIN Y3 I0NPUOD ||IM SO0 ,SIOUIDAO0D) |RIDUIACIY ejuawy
JUBWUISA0D |BD0| BY} 03 PAPUIIXD 3] ||IM WISAS IR dYL ejueq|y

sSdSid 9yl ul paynads se buriojiuow pasijedjuadap 104 sjudwdbueldly :Z'y d|qel




9

eiquiez
saijiAlde
|edo| jo Buliojuow pue uopejuawa|dwl aYj Ul PIAJOAUl 3] [|IM S|9AS| JDMISIP pue 23eJoutanob Byl je S9933IWWO0D JuaWlsaAul pue Bujuueld USWIdA
suonesiuebio |9A9-1aybiy 03 saAdalqo ayl bunuswsa|dwi Jo s3nNsad
ay3 Modau pue ‘Ajijiqisuodsal J19yy Japun ||y 3By} SSIIAIR JO IR U3 SISeq [enuue ue uo asiuebio |im saouiaodd ‘salisiulw aull yum buoly weuldIA
epuebn
[9A3] SAI}RJISIUILUPE [RUOIIRU-GNS U3 3B Paysl|qeisa aq p|NOYs SWIISAS UOIIRWLIOJU]T eiquen ayL
ejuezue}
ueispjife)
Jousanob ayy Ag papeay |93 |euoibal ayy e sapuabe buliaals |ebauas
spo0dal aAReIISIUIWpPE |BIDUIAOI
suoneJisiuiwpe |edo| buipnppoul sapuabe Jo abuels e Aq paJojiuow ade siojedipul pedw pue ssado04d pue sioledipul 3andinQ epuemy
wa3sAs IR\ ||eI2A0 2Y3 Ul 9jod Ay e Aejd sjiun Buliojiuow |eRUIAO uejispjed
SWdISAS Uu01309]|0d elep |euolbad jo Juswdo|aaag 196IN
ss220.4d HulI0jIUOW Y] Ul PAAJOAUL ©F [|IM SHUN [B21Uyd3] [edidiuniy enbe.dedIN
Sa11IAIPR dS¥d Jo Buliojiuow pue uoiejusawa|dwil ay3 Ul 3]0 |BJIUBD B dARY S231WWO0)) jJuawdol|aAaq 1o13sIg pue abejjia jedaN

anbiquezopn

Bulioyiuow pue uoiejuswa|dwi Joj 3|gisuodsal aq |IM sawwelbold dSHd d1199ds Ul PaAJOAUI SIUSLWIUIBAOH [2207] eljobuoy
ejuejlinepy
aoe|d @y e} ||IM S103edIpUl Jo BulioyuOW [9A3] 1D13SIQ
dS¥d U3 J0 SMaIARJ Juanbasgns ojul 3ndul [[ImM eyl S1O1ISIP 9yl AQ paysiigelss buiaq aJe sueld juswdojaAsp 13SIA
uoionpoud Jodad pue juswabeuew aseqeiep ‘Buissadodd pue UOIDB||0D eIRp J0) 9|qIsuodsad S3UN [BD1ASIILIS USI|qeISa 03 9Je Sal|quIasse PLISIp [V imejep




Ly

siapjoyaels
05N S9pNnjoul 933WW0D
Buli291S dSUd BYL o

peyd

sallepjauaq ayy buiajoaul
yoeouadde Asojedpijed e
UM pa3dnpuod aq [|[IM IBIN e

S¥d 2y3 Juswsdwi

03 U e}IBpUN S3IYIAIDR BU] ||e JO uoisialadns

|B32100S J0J YloMauled) e se J0e 0] paysl|igelsa

3G [IIM (dUNY) XI0MISN UOIIONPRY AISAOJ |[BUOIIBN V/ o

uooJawe)

IRQIA 40} uoneWIOUl puR
oeqpaaj buipianoad ul 3j04 Ay
e Ae|d 03 pajoadxa alde QS e

uonejuswa|duw

Jo ssauboud ayy buliojiuow pue
SASAJINS pjoyasnoy dIWou0dd
-0120S U0 sjuawwod buipiaoad
‘SYdN dY3 Jojluow SOON e

ssalboud s,dSHd 23
Buimalnal J10j 3|qisuodsal Juswellded pue 23eUSS BY] e

eipoqwe)

ose4 eunjing

BRI
Ul JUSWIBA[OAUL AID1D0S |IAID

Aysnod jo Bunojyiuow
9Y3 UO JUBWIWOD 03 SOSD
SMmoj||e (steaA £ AusAS pajonpuod

10} po3u ay3 UO JUSWIILIS e 9q 031) anbojeiq |euoneN 3yl e einijog
dS¥d 9yl Uo suolepusWIWIOIA
pue 2ouepinb si1a410 Apoq SIyl 'SsaAilejuasaudal
A33100s |IAID sapn[oul AJBaA0d suleby 1ybi4 auy
JO 99131WIWO0D |BUOIIBN 93 JO 9333WWO0D) Aleud|d 9yl e ujuag
ssa20.4d
IRIN DY Ul JUSWIDA|OAUI ,SI9P|OYDX LIS S91eUIpI00D J1ey)
pleog AJOSIAPY 9y3 UO pajuasaldal aae A0S [IALD e uefieqiazy
saAiejuasaldal QON apnpuUl 1M (WSISAS QN
3y3 ul uonedpijed aAisnpul bulinsus Jo) s|qisuodsad)
991wwod bulieals Alojeddipied dSHd QUL e eludaWLY
ssaJboid 4S¥d
uo A33100S |IAID JO SUOISN|DUOD ay3 Juasald 03 JeaA yoea
JO pua ayj 1e Juswndop e atedadd ||im 1] *ssa2304d IR
9y3 ul uonedpniJded A3LI00S |IAID J0) 3j0d Buileuipiood
e Ae|d |im dnod9 AJIOSIAPY AISID0S |IAID [RUOIIRN Y] e ejueq|y

JUSWIDA|OAUI
10j podU e 0} 20UdI24oY

JUSWBA|OAU]
pasi|euoiIn|Isul-uoN

JUDWIBA|OAUI PASI|EUOIIN}ISUI B10D-UON

JUDLWIBAJOAUI
pasijeuoiln}isul 310)

SdSid 23 ul pajdipul se Buliojiuow Ul JUSWIAJOAUI A}BI00S [IAD) €'V d|qel




14

IAOE
JO uojen|eAs pue dn-moj|o} ay3
ul pue syafoid buinuswadwi-0d
‘Bunpuswa|dwil :ul paAjOAUl 3q
11!m sdnoub jobie] pue SQON e

A13120S |IAID WOJ) SpUBWSP [Suueyd 03 SAISS

[IIM [I2UNOD 3y *|12UN0D [e1D0S Y3 03 Apoq AJosiApe
3yl -uoidnpad AuaAod 10y |1I2UN0D SAIBYNSUOD
33 U0 aJe A32100S [IAID JO SAIRIUSSaIdDI 93UY] o

SeJnpuoy

ssalboud

UOo JUBSWWOD 0} paXse SOON pue
s[1ounod abejjiA ‘sOQY ‘s|1puno)
JieJsoowaq pooydnoqybiapn e

dSdd ayl
Jo uonejuawaldwi uo ssaiboud
M3IADJ 0] SUOIIR}NSUOD Jl|qnd e

(s1y3 @ueaenb 9Oz ul passed sabueyd |RUOIINIISUOD)
sawuwesboid Ajunwwod jo buuojuow pue bujuueld
‘uoizejuawa|dwi ay3 ul PpaA|oAUl 3] |[IM AIBID0S [IAID e

eueAnp

$103821pUl JO UOID3|3S
3U3 Ul PAA|OAUL AJDID0S |IAID e

I 03 Yabuauis ppe

03 sdnoub Buiojiuow PLISIp
pue DdAdN 9y3 03jul papuodss aq
Aew siaquialy "AyaAod uo MIIA
juspuadapul ue apiAoidd SOS) e

sawwelsboud
uonpnpald Auaaod buliojiuow
ul 9|04 e sAe|d jusweljied e

(dnouag

Buliojiuoy Ajanod Adusby-aa3ul |euoineN ay3 ybnoayy)
Yoeqpaa) pue uojjejuswajdw] pue (99131WW0d
[e21uyd3} IR SUdD Y1) dueulaA0b Yioq ul
sJop|oyayels Aq uonjeddiped 10) SMO||e 94N3oNJ3IS By e

eueyn

Ajpuspuadapul dS¥d au3
9]en|eAd pue Jojiuow 03 SOON
1oddns [|IM JUSWUIDA0D) e

ssalboud ssnosip

031 (SOSN buipnppur) Jspjoyaeis
lle Jay3aboy buiqg ||im
90U3J3jU0d |eUOI}BU |eNUUY e

BUII0JIUOIN PUY UOIIRUIPI00D
awuwelboid Jo neaing
U3 Y3IM asiel] ued A3a10S |IAID e

uonejuswadwi

dSdd J10J a1qisuodsal sapuabe aAI3NISXD JURAD|DI

9y3 pue jusweljded usamiaq padnpoJiul 3q |[IM
swa3sAs bupuodad Ajdapenb deinbay saAdalqo s,dSyd
3U3 JO JUBWSA3IYDE B3] 91BN|RAD 03 S| JudWellled e

e16103p

eidoiya3




(14

S|00}
pue AbajeJis Iy 21eldoidde
3SOW 3y} U0 pa3INSU0I SOON e

ssaJboud

dSdd uo sajeqgap ui bunedijed
ybnoiyy waisAs buliojiuow ayy
ul 9j0d e Ae[d ||Im AJBID0S [IAID e

anbiquezopn

SPOOYI[9A]| JO JUBWISSISSE

unJ Ajjedo| ay3 J40J papualxa

39 ||I!m 399fo4d 43DINN € ulyIMm
paocnpoJjul waisAs buliojiuow
paseq-Allunwiwod ay] e

Hbuliojiuow pue
uoninejuswajdwi Joj |qisuodsal
99 ||IM sswwesboid dSud
J1J129dS Ul paA|OAUl SQON e

jJuawabebua apim aunsus ||Im SIY3 — SpJed
Hodad suazid yym adualadxa Jo uoisuedxa ayl uo
sn2o0j ||Im ssao04d Auojedidiped JO uonileSIi|eUOIINIIASUT e

sdnoub Bupjiom ybnodyi
uoljejuasaldal pasi|euolInyiasul dARY |[IM AIB120S [IAID e

ejjobuopy

ejuejnep

ssa204d Atojeddined
ay3 uadsap Jayliny 03 sue|d e

99131WWO0D [B21UYD3] 3y}
40 sdnoub d1neway)y uo uoieluasaldal A}B100S [IAID) e

e

d3d 943 Ul PpaA|OAUl Os|e

aJe Aay] 'buiiojiuow indino
pue Bupjoeay ainypuadxa ul
PAAJOAUL 2Q 03 SI AJD120S [IAID) e

uolejuasaidal
AJ2100S |IAID 9ARY ||IM 99131IWWOD Buliojiuow 4S¥d
9Y3 S9AJSS 1eY] 9933WWO0d BuIOM [BDIUYDID] Y] e

imejep

s|eyded
|euiAnold 243 JO yoes ul Jeah
AJ9A3 unu 3q |[IM Buliojuow
uo sdoysyJom Aiojedidijied e

saiAlde buliojuow
uol132Npuod Ajjeaipoltad jeyy sdnolb Alosiape diewayl
9U3 UOo 3q 0S|e [|IM SAI3RIUSSAIdDI AIBID0S [IAID

SsaAlejuasaIdal

A3B120s |IAID sey dSud
3y3 03 uojdaulp dibajedys
buinlb pue buliojiuow
‘Bunjeup jo abieyd

ul |92 |e21uYdd) By e

deosebepep

A33190s |IAD YIIm
3JNSUOD |[IM ]BIIR]D1I3S S,4D o

sJap|oyaess ||e buiajoaul
‘sg|dipund Auojedipijued uo
paseq S| IR JO WISAS Y] e

ssa20.4d uoizejuswa|dwi
9y3 S931eUIpJ00D

Apoq siyl ‘Aa100s

[IAID WOJ) SaAlRIUSSIdal
sapn[oul [1PUN0D
YJomawe.ld4 Juawdojanag
anIsuayaidwo)

|euoneN syl e

uelszABJA)




0s

0} |9A9] [BD0| 1B paysI|qeIsa

sallepyauaq Jaylo
pue siapes| AJlunwwod
JO S99331WIWO0D BUIIO}IUOIN e

[9A9] 1OLIISIPp

Je sasiouaxa Aldaend
"pun4 uoiy AJaA0d

JO Uo13esS||I3n siojiuow
YJoMIaN 1g2Q epuebn e

epuebn

Svdd buionpuod
Ul JUBWIDAJOAU] AJDID0S [IAID e

29331WWod BuIojIUOW 33} 03 Spuewsp
A32100s |IAD [auueyd [|Im dnolb Buliojiuow Jap|oyaels

S9A303[qo s1eawW I 18y}

aJnsus pue !s911wwod bulojiuow [ejuswiiedsp-4a3ul
0]} UOI3RPUBWILIODA. X ew (sap3iAloe buliojiuow wouy
s3nsaJ 93egap pue asAjeue ‘dnolb adueinsse Ajjenb
IR Se 10e ||Im 1eyl dnoub HBuliojiuow Japjoyaxels

uo pajuasaddad suelejusweled pue ASI00S [IAID e

eiquen ayy

svdd bupjesapun
Ul JUSWISA|OAUI AIBID0S [IAID e

ssalboud Jo sisAjeue pue yoleasal J0j seale

Ajuond bujujwaalap ul 9jod pea| e Aejd 03 Juswulanob
33 Aq pajepuew ‘(VOd3d) uoieins|ly Axanod

UO Yd4edsay ‘uo(3n3iasul Yd4easad SNOWOUOINY e

Buiojiuow Syd 40) sdnoub
Bupiom |eoIuYda]l Aoy Yy
JO OM] UO sannrjuasaldal

A33100S |IAID e

eljuezue|

uejsnjifel

saoijod jo uonejuswsa|dwi pue
1ybistano ay3 ui uonedpnled
A313120S |IAID 10) P3N e

|jebauas

uonejusws|dwi Ajjlunwwod
Ul JUSWIDA|OAUL AIDID0S [IAID) e

epuemy

904 e Aeid 03
SJ9p|oyae3s || 104 sueaw ay3
sopinodd walsAs BUlIOUO e

ueispjed

196IN

buiuue|d |epos

pue 21wouod3 4oy [1Puno) ybnodyl pajeulplood aq |[Im
WIDISAS QA 9yl Ul A12100S |IAID Jo uoneddijied ay] e

enbeJedIN

ELETELE

9y3 je sassaooud juswabeuew
pue Bupjew-uoisidap ayj ul
9jedpied pinoys A3a100s |IAID) e

|jedaN




1S

walsAs buliojiuow
jJuswajduw] 03 A32I00S |IAID pue SOON Ylim 3edoqge||od
|I'm Buluue|d |euoleN pue adueuld JO AJISIUI e

eiquez
IR\ 10J e3P JO UoIdNpo.d
9U3 Ul PAAJOAUI SOSD e USWIDA
dS¥d @243 JO I8
9y3 JoJ suonesiuebio A}p100s
[IAID Y}Mm ssad0.d uoi3ejnsuod
9y3 9SI|euoiIN}ISUI e weuldip

sassadold Alojedipiued
pue uol3eAIasqo
Buisn uoiewuojul sapinoad




[4s

sanIARoe
yoleasal anielenb pa)
-09N YbnoJy3 uonda||0d elep ul

SOIN »

Aaauns buliojiuow
|PIUBWIUOJIAUT e

ASAJns aunjonuiselju] e

ASAINS 2uejlom
PIIYD pue USWOM e

a|doad paoe|dsip
Ajjeuaaiul pue
s9abnjad Jo spiepuels
Buial] Jo ASAins
aAIsuayaidwo)) e

ASAJNS aanjonJaisedjul
|ednJ puodas e

(3uswdojanap

un (s41)
SASAJINS 9210) JnogeT e

ASAIns

sadid Jojem

pue uoneblul ‘abemas ‘saul)
A31D14303]2 Ul JUBWIISDAUL Ul
S9sealdul e 00| 03 pash 2q
|[IM JUBWSaAUL J0309s D1jgnd

PaAJOAUL 3] |[IM AIDID0S [IAID e 196png pjoyasnoH e UO B1Ep dAIRNSIUIWPY e uefieqiazy
saJtayds J1vyy
(Jenuue) | 03 JUBA3|DJ SI0}DIPUI DIBN|RAD
ASAINS P|OYaSNOH e pue J0jIUOW SILIISIUL e ejuawy
dAI3BNRIUl pJed Jodad suazi) e
salpnis
JoNpuod 03 uodn paj|ed sapuabe
Isije1dads pue juspuadapug e
JUBWSSasSY A)jend) AMBAOd e $10323s JI13y) ul sapljod
JO I\ 943 JoJ 9|qisuodsal
buiddew ejep sAnReIISIUILIPY o SIS 9Je S3lI3SIUIW dUl] e elueq|y
94yl0 A1ojen1asqQ| spoyidw Aiojedpiypied sAaninsg ejep aunnoy

SdSid ul payioads se ejep Jo Sa24N0S :p°V dqel




€S

buisnoy pue uone|ndod
40 SNSU2D |ejUUDIRQ e

salpnis

uol3eN|RAS pue SASAINS [N
-0J2IW J19Y3 wouy ejep |njasn
apino.ad 03 pa3dadxa ale SOON e

Vdd 03 Jejlwlis salpnjis
AR} |eNb pasiiedo|

pue sjuswssasse pidey e

sAaAIns pjoyasnoy
JIWOU0I3-0100S o

SSd7 e
SAAINS P|OYISNOH e

sAaAins
olydesbowaq e

2ouewWJI0Iad UMO J1YY

Jo Bburiojiuow souewJoad
10J ‘S10309s aADadsal JIvY)
Ul SYdN bunnuaws|dwi 1oy
9|qisuodsal SaLIISIUIlA BUIT e

eipoqwe)

sdew
A31undasul pue Ajjigelauiny e

Apanod aAl@a1ad sployasnoy
Moy Jo Apnis aAieyend) e

Ajanod Jo Apnis aannejnuenp) e

S311012AI9S0 ALIBAOd o

T00C Vdd

danNn Aq ino paiued
9q 031 aoueultanob
JIWOU02d JO ApNIS e

¢-100¢
uoidwnsuod pue
s12bpnqg pjoyasnoy
40 ABAJNS |euoiieN e

suoRIpuod HBuIAll
pjoyasnoy jo AsAins
9|eJS-||eWS |ENUUY e

Aanans ojydesbowap
pue uonelbi e

T00Z Seale uegdn
Ul 10303S [ewJojul
33 03U| SABAINS e

(Aoeaayl| pue

uol3ednpa diseq Jo Aaysiuiw Aq
paonpoud sjeis "6°9) swalsAs
juswabeuew aunRnNoyY e

oseg eupjing

SWwa3IsAs
UOIIRWLIOJUI PROUDIDDI-099) e

1002 (dAND) Buisnoy pue

ASAuns 3J1| Jo Ajjenpd) e

(uoneonpa

pue yijeay Ajdejnanded)
s901AJ9s 2lignd jo Ajddns
ay3 03 buye|au si1oyedipul
piing 03 a|qissod 3 xew

uone|ndod JO SNSUd)) |eRUOIIRN e ASAINS P|OYISNOH e | |[IM SWDISAS DAIIRIISIUILPY e elnljog
ASAINS 201U o
AanJns juswAoldwy e
wa3sAs AaAINns

wi93sAs uojzen|eAs Jpedwl uy e S9110}RAIDSA0 AJDAOd e pjoyasnoy |euonjen e S9LIISIUIW Ul uiuag




¥S

puiddew Ayjanod e

elep |eIDIJO WOy d|ge|ieAe
ojul ay3 Juswbne jey3y swalsAs
Buliojiuow pue SASAINS OON e

Vdd ¢

ASAJns aunlipuadxa
pue uondwnsuod
9WOdUl P|OYSSNOH e

AaAaJans pjoyasnoy
pajesbajul [euonep e

ejep aAleJISIUILIpE
Ajjenb jo weals

e apinodd 1eyy sawwelbold
jusawdojaAaqg 103038
paje|nwiio) sey J10303s yoeg e

eidoiyaz

Alanod jo uondsoiad
s,Jo00d ay3 uo aAnadsiad
uieb 0] sAaAuns aAieyen) e

10399s Yy3jeay ay3 ybnoay
Buioely ainypuadxa dlignd

snsuad uonne|ndod e

(£002) sad1ndes diqnd
JO s13sn JO ASAINS e

sAaAuns pajabie] e

(¥002) sAsAans yyjeay
pue uonye|ndod e

sAanins juswAojdwy e

SA9AJINS DWODUI
pue buipuads e

SASAINS
uoIjpuod BUIAI] e

SASAINS PlOYISNOH e

BlEp SAIIRJISIUIWIPE SUIIN0Y o

peyd

buiddew Ajianod e

uaJp|iyd ‘saIv/AIH
:SASAINS paiabue] e

(40323s |ew.ojul pue
juswAojdwa) AaAains
€°C’'T SPIM [euUOl3eN e

Sl3d e
SHQ P4yl «
A9Auns uoneonpy e

splepueis
Buial] pue uondwnsuod
ployasnoy uo ASAINS e

AaAuns
10309s |eWJOJUT e

AanJns juswAoldwy e

Aanuns bBuisnoy
pue uone|ndod
uoneJauab piiyl e

SWI)SAS BAIRIISIUIWPY e

uoo.Jawe)




SS

T00Z ASAINS

A31aA0d p|oyasnoH e 1ew
(s4e2A G) SHQ »
(s1edA g A1aAd)
Aanuns pjoyasnoy
pajedbaju e
sAaAins 221ud poo- e
AaAing Bulioliuoy
Jedw] Ajenp e OIMD o S9lISIUIW Ul imejen
Apanod Jo S10303S JI9Y3 uojjew.ojul
uonen|eAs Aiojedpied e SASAINS P|OYISNOH e 33 9pIA0id SBISIUI e dedsebepep
uo1INJIaXd
swwelb0id Jo SSaUBAIRYD UO
suodad aiedaud ‘pue sisAjeue
juspuadapul oNpuUOd 03 eIRp
IR\ SN ued SI010e 91R1S-UON e S9II3SIUIW DUl e uelszAB.1A))
snsua2 uone|ndod |euoileN e ASAINS P|OYISNOH e s9141s1694 |B10103S selnpuoH
sAaauns
aJ4nyipuadxa pue
dew AJan0d e pjoyasnoy [enuuelg e S9LIISIUIW DUIT e eueAnp
Aanins
Apanod OIMD
Jo uondaouad s,s|doad Aaains Apanod
dew Ajanod e uo sAanins Aiojedidijed e | dAISsuaya1dwod diseg e eauiny
24n}Ipuadxa DIAIDS |BIDO0S
Jo Bupjoeuy aunjipuadxa
pue spJed jiodau
uaznd buisn Juswssasse
Jedw) Alojedpilied e ASAINS P|OYISNOH e | BIRP DAIIRIISIUIWIPE |BI0IODS e eueyon
SA9AJINS
aaneljljlenb Auejusws|ddns S9lI3SIUIW dul| WoJy elep
310NpU0d ||IM SOON e SIS asn [|IM JuswulaA0b ay] e e16.1099




9¢

AaAaJans pjoyasnoy
pajelbalu] e

SAaAJNS
OIMD |enuuy e

SaLIISIUIW BUIT e

ueispjed

spjoyasnoy buowe
Apanod jo uondsosad aya
uo ASAINS dAI3EYEND |BUOIEN *

sdew AJI9A0d e

snsuad uope|ndod |JaUIL) e

SHQ

AaAJns aunlipuadxa
P|OY3SNOH e

AsAuns
|eanynoibe [esauan e

SaLIISIUIW BUIT e

196IN

puiddew Ajionod e

Buidoely ainyipuadxa

‘Buriojiuow Alojedidilied e

SAaAINS
uoI3oB)SIIeS JUBID

S.edA ¢
-z ASAINS p|OYasnoH e

sieaA
9-G SADAINS SSIN o

SslIsIUIW BUl| BY3 YyUIM
s| buliojiuow pue uojsianiadns
10J Ajljigisuodsay e

|jedaN

sAaAains juswAoldwy e

SAaAINS
aJnjipuadxa awWodU]

SHQ »
SWST e

SaLIISIUIW BUIT e

enbe.aedIN

(AeaA) buiag-jjom
4O S1031eDIpUl JO DJ1BUUOIISANY e

Y3d »

(saedA z-1)
sasoubeiq Atozedidiied
|edny pue vdd e

SDLSIUIW BUIT @

anbiquezopw

SpoOoyl|aAl|
JO JUDWISSISSe 10y
wia31sAs buliojiuow paseq

AaAJns aanjipuadxa

-AJlunwwod 43DINN e pue p|oyasnoH e S9lIISIUIW dUIT e ejjobuopy
ASAINs SHQ e
SNsuad jejiqeH Aanins
pue uoije|ndod |eJauds) e suoiIpuod BuIAl] e ejuejinepn




LS

109[0.d JUBWISSISSY

SHQ »
SSAs e
S13d

SASAINS

elep aAnledISIuIWpe

Ajanod Alojedidiyied e 196pnqg p|oyasnoH e S9LJ3SIUIW dUIT epuebn
sple) noday s,uaziyl
pied 3 d S,UszijiD e sAanins
(deinuue 1Was) ¥dd ¢| Pployasnoy pajesbajul S93SIUIW Ul e eiques aylL
Y3d e sAsains yijesy piyo
ue aAldnpoads
snsuad uope|ndod e P Bonp de
|9A3] AJlUNWIWIod SHA e
1 paJnseawl S101edipul e ASAINS DjWIOU0D3 pue
SJUN0JJe |RUOIIRN e
siseq Joy SWaISAs aApeJISIUIWpe
pe ue uo ejep 123||0d S23NISUI Aanuns aunnoJ ybnouayy
Ud4easal pue JlWapedy e 196pnQg p|oYyasnoH e 309]|02 SaIISIUIW BUIT e eljuezue)
SalIsSIuIW aulT e uejispjife)
OIMD »
Aanins
uondwnsuod pue
sAanins uondaoiad AJUSA0d e 196pnQg p|oyasnoH e |jebauas
Slad e Buliojiuow Apanod
Ul MJoM JaY3o Joj siseq
ASAJNS suoljpuod B Se S9AJIDS 1ey) uoijeuwlojul
BuiAll pjoyasnoH e 9onpoJd salasiuiw aul| dy] e
Aaains [ean3nolib
spaed poday susznDD » AMITOHBY 2 saLnstui aul sapuabe Jaiio
JUBWISSISSY ALDAOJ [RUOIEN e SHQ o uowe Aq paJojluowl ale
JuSWISSasse Yydleasal sJojedipul 3oedw) pue ssado.d
snsua) uone|ndod e Ayanod Alojedidijied e OIMD o pue sio3edipul IndinQ e epuemy




8§

ejep |euonippe
buisAjeue pue 6uI309]j0d Ul 304
AaX e Ae|d saujuad youeasad

SHQ e
ASAJns juswAoldwy e
ASAINS S2D1Ud

AaAuns buliojiuow

‘suoianiiasul djwapede ‘SOON e suonipuod BuIAl] e S93SIUIW BUIT e eiquez
dew Ajonod e
ejep
91epdn pue sAaAuns Ayianod
JONPUOD 03 PAIORIIUOD OSD e ASAINS P|OY3SNOH e UDWIDA
ASAJns |eonnsniels
pue juswAo|dw] e
(sdeaA
(si1edA 0T1) Z) ASAuns spaepuels
ASAINnS uoieindod |BJI3USD) e BuIAl] pJOYSSNOH e weuldIA




Annex 2 Notes and additional material

1. In Tanzania a Round Table on Poverty Monitoring included stakeholders from government, academic
and research institutions, NGOs and donors. The resulting structure is headed by a Poverty Monitoring
Steering Committee, which has representatives from each of these groups and is intended to provide
general guidance. The linked Technical Committee for the Poverty Reduction Strategy takes responsibility
for preparation of the Annual PRS Progress Reports, supported by a Poverty Monitoring Secretariat,
based in the Vice President’s Office and staffed from that office, the Ministry of Finance and the
President’s Office. Four Technical Working Groups — Surveys and Census, Routine Data Systems,
Research and Analysis, and Dissemination, Sensitisation and Advocacy — each of which includes
stakeholders from government, non-government groups and/or donors, are tasked with the substantial
work on poverty monitoring. Of particular interest, an autonomous research institution, Research on
Poverty Alleviation (REPOA), was mandated by the government to play a lead role in determining priority
areas for research and analysis of progress (DANIDA 2001).

2. The “Vision” of a PRS monitoring and reporting system presented at a meeting in 2002 (SPA 2002) of
the SPA Task Team on the Post full-PRSP Process:

e Asingle, overarching review process

e  Production of a singe Progress Report using information generated by the national system

e Process led by government — Progress Report disseminated to national stakeholders, covering key
issues identified through national consultations

e  Review is timed to the budget cycle so that results feed into budget process

e  Review covers agreed indicators (drawn from the PRSP) outlined in a single, common performance
assessment framework negotiated with donors

e  Required data at sector and national level kept to a minimum. Information on inputs and outcomes
supplemented by financial reporting and PERs

e  Sector and project R & M [reporting and monitoring] requirements function as building blocks
feeding into the review process

e  Consultative Group meetings used to underwrite the process and engage a broad range of

stakeholders

3. Tanzania provides an example of civil society—government joint monitoring initiative, though the
degree to which civil society acts on an equal footing with government is questionable. The Poverty
Monitoring System (PMS) is the government institution which will provide the data and information
required for the monitoring and evaluation of the PRS. Non-state involvement takes the form of four
national lobby networks and one international NGO which are included in the national Poverty
Monitoring Steering Committee. Civil society actors have also been invited to participate in two of the

four PMS Technical Working Groups. Gould and Ojanen (2003) note that the hand-picked membership
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of the Research and Analysis group includes mainly academic and donor non-state actors rather than local
advocacy organisations. However, the fact that this group has ensured the incorporation of a PPA within
the PMS has opened a key channel for broader civil society influence on the PRS policy process. Among
the 15 members of the PPA implementing consortium were five national NGOs, five international NGOs
and the Institute of Development Studies of the University of Dar es Salaam. These worked alongside the
lead agency (a not-for-profit academic consultancy) and three government agencies (the President’s office,
Finance and National Bureau of Statistics).

The design of the PMS, including the use of a PPA as a pivotal policy feedback mechanism was
strongly promoted by UNDP (Gould and Ojanen 2003). It is still unclear, however, how PPA findings will
feed into the PRS process and its budgetary framework. Gould and Ojanen therefore suggest that the
PMS ‘does not wield direct political clout in any measurable degree and the higher echelons of decision
making authority are buffered against the direct influence of non-state actors (or “the poor”) by an
ambiguous and multi-staged chain of bureaucratic reporting systems’.

In Uganda, the UDN Poverty Action Fund (PAF) monitoring runs in parallel to government.
Findings from civil society monitoring are fed to the relevant official agencies to validate or challenge
government findings (UDN 2002). This arrangement is said to work reasonably well and the UDN also
participates in PAF quarterly meetings organised by the Ministry of Finance Planning and Economic
Development (MoFPED). In terms of PRS implementation, it is the responsibility of local government,
supervised by sectoral ministries, to monitor outputs. The UDN is also setting up a broader Community
Based Monitoring and Evaluation System (CBMES) to mobilise community members in assessing the
process and quality of service delivery. This has been successfully piloted in one district, and lessons

drawn for scaling up. However, there are serious resource constraints (UDN 2002).

4. The Tanzania Poverty Monitoring Master Plan (Tanzania 2001) argues that:

RDS provide data at regular intervals, annually or more frequently, while surveys and the census can
only provide estimates at relatively long intervals. In the context of the PRSP, frequent estimates of
poverty monitoring indicators are required. Secondly, many existing RDS are national in their
coverage and can provide disaggregated information at district and ward levels. As the success of the
Poverty Reduction Strategy depends to a large extent on appropriate actions by Local Government

Authorities (LGAs), the data generated by RDS are of great importance.

However, it also describes the “major challenges” faced in ensuring the quality and timeliness of the
information derived. The HMIS notionally covers all health facilities in the country (including public,
NGO and private) and is described as a major tool for planning, monitoring and evaluation. However, its
use is said to be limited by the poor quality of information, delays in reporting, and limited dissemination
of findings. The underlying problems are the subject of a detailed assessment in an interesting thesis
(Mukama 2003), which also considers the comparable system in Mozambique. Similarly, the usefulness of

the EMIS is said to be constrained by: failure to submit data or incomplete reporting by some schools;
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inaccurate returns due to poor record keeping; attempts to disguise or distort information by some head
teachers; delays in distributing and/or returning forms; and frequent errors made at the various levels of
data aggregation.

A Uganda PEAP monitoring strategy document (Uganda 2002) confirms the general poor quality of

data available and identifies the causes as:

inadequate logistical support, in terms of equipment, transport facilities, and allowances, which has
resulted in poor supervision of many routine monitoring activities; inadequate skills and weak
incentives to collect and analyze data, especially at the local levels, with the result that most

administrative data are not propetly recorded.

These problems are said to result in biased or simply inaccurate data that is often incomplete because of
reporting delays. The document also underlines an additional well-known problem in that: ‘most routine
administrative data are facility-based. They provide information on those already getting access to services,
not on those who are for one reason or another outside the reach of current provision.” However, with all
these limitations the document still argues that the government must provide the support required to
make the systems function effectively if they are to monitor the priority programmes for poverty
reduction.

A consultancy report on the Malawi PRS monitoring system (Kiregyera, Scott, Ajayi and Nsemukila
2002) again discusses some of the underlying causes of the poor quality of data delivered and emphasises

that a simple “technical fix”” based on computerisation will not be sufficient. It suggests that the failure:

results from a lack of resources, limited human capacity, high staff turn-over, weak incentives and the
absence of a discriminating demand for information by policy-makers. Where computerised MIS
have been introduced, the problem is not only the risk of a mismatch between the demands of the
hard/softwate and the managerial/technical skills available, but the fundamental lack of experience in
systematically using data to inform decision-making.

(Kiregyera et al. 2002)

5. In the district managed by Medecins Sans Fronti¢res (MSF), for example, they and UNICEF provide by
far the largest component of health staff salaries and have a decisive influence on the terms and conditions
of service (van Damme and Meessen 2001). They can therefore both provide incentives and create a
framework within which these can be linked to performance. This is in line with the advice given by
Conway and Beckerleg (2002) in a discussion of the general low quality of routine health information in
Cambodia: ‘Extremely low salaries are a major impediment to improving performance . . . However, to be
effective in improving performance, salary supplements must be linked with improved Human Resource
management procedures.” Unfortunately, the level of funding required to ensure success is probably only
available where long-term external support is available. In the Cambodia case, attempts to extend the audit

approach to districts which lack such support have been much less successful.
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6. Recent research on a project to improve the HMIS in Uganda (Gladwin ez a/. 2003) appears to identify
serious problems with an approach based on establishing decentralised systems. The central issue would
seem to be that too much attention was focused on narrow technical aspects of the new system and too

little on critical organisational and human resource issues. For example:

The hierarchy of power in health units and at district level constrained HMIS implementation, as
decentralization was not fully enacted or understood. The previous hierarchy of power placed the
Medical Records Officer (MRO) in a lowly position, but the district MRO was now expected to be an
HMIS supervisor, even of clinically trained staff, and fellow DHT members were expected to
produce reports the MRO could file, collate and even interpret, which meant he had the right to
demand reports from these staff.

(Gladwin, Dixon and Wilson 2003)

Training health workers in the use of the new system proved much more demanding than expected. The

most difficult area related to low-level staff undertaking relative mundane tasks:

unfounded assumptions were made about health unit staff and procedures when identifying relevant
information management strategies. For example, HMIS data collection, processing and information
use assumes a certain level of general education and specialist training amongst health workers, but
this was not available, especially in smaller health units. Too few support supervision visits for HMIS
training were made for health unit personnel to grasp new skills, such as data processing, compiling
graphs and statistics.

(Gladwin ez al. 2003)

Greater success appears to have been achieved in South Africa (Wilson, Hedberg, Rohdde and Puchert
2003). The District Health Information System (DHIS), which was first piloted in 1997, has become a
nationwide system which is being exported to a number of other countries in the region and appears to be
generally highly regarded. The indicators provided seem highly correlated with PRS “missing middle”

requirements.

The DHIS is capable of reporting monthly, enabling timely action to rectify deficiencies. Indeed, for
less dynamic measures of the system, the annual clinic audit has proven to provide good data on a
range of useful measures: personnel levels, service provision schedules, infrastructure, equipment and
objective measures of quality. These supplement the monthly data on setvice provision, drug
supplies, work loads and disease patterns that can change rapidly. The system is most useful if it can
provide fast and up to date indicators of what the problems are and where they are localised.

(Wilson ez al. 2003)
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7. Disaggregation issues

Vulnerability and targeting

In a review which covers the PRSPs for six countries and IPRSPs for a further 14, Marcus and Wilkinson
(2002) found that “While poverty statistics were sometimes disaggregated into poor and extremely poot, as
in Ghana and Kyrgyzstan, the distinction between chronic and transient poverty was never mentioned nor
was the meaning of vulnerability in particular country, regional or social contexts spelt out.” However,
‘almost all ... identify “vulnerable social groups” including: children, older people, disabled people,
refugees and people living in isolated areas.” They argue that the focus on quantitative data sources has
tended to limit the possibilities for addressing diversity and that the use of more qualitative and
participatory methods ‘should enable a more nuanced picture of poverty and disadvantage to emerge.’

A recent study on the degree to which poverty reduction strategies will actually target the poor in
terms of improving health status (Laterveer, Niessen and Yazbeck 2003) systematically examines the first
batch of 23 HIPC IPRSPs. The aim was to assess the extent to which they actually pursue the pro-poor
focus of health policies as set down in national policy documents. The findings indicated that there was
little effort to analyse health issues in relation to the poor, or to include the specific interests of the poor in
health policy design. One area of special concern was ‘the effort put into collection and use of poverty-
related health data. Although 57% of the documents state that health surveys were conducted, the poor
are rarely mentioned’.

A more recent review by the WHO (2004) again looked for evidence, this time in PRSPs, of
geographical or vulnerability targeting relating to health policies. ‘Overall, this was difficult to find. For
example, of the 21 PRSPs reviewed that addressed communicable diseases (other than HIV/AIDS), only
one explicitly targeted poor populations or regions.” The only exception related to water and sanitation
policies, where rural/urban targeting was adopted in half of the documents. Four different approaches to
targeting were identified overall: by urban/rural; by region or district (for example, the Vietnamese PRSP
links policy on poor and remote mountainous areas to specific measurable targets on availability of
medical staff and health facilities); targeting the poor(est), typically by providing financial assistance for
health care costs; and targeting specific vulnerable groups such as women or indigenous populations (for
example, the Bolivian PRSP targets the proportion of the indigenous population covered by basic health

services). The failure to address the poorest groups was seen as a major weakness:

Few PRSPs attempt to monitor the impact of their health programmes on the poorest members of
the population...For example, out of the 21 country health strategies that address communicable
diseases, only one presented poverty-focused indicators to monitor the programme. The figures atre
the same for reproductive and maternal health programmes, although slightly improved for

HIV/AIDS (three) and child health (two). .. It has been well argued that health programmes
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focused on the needs of the poor will not necessarily reach the poorest groups. Poverty-focused
monitoring indicators are thus a key tool for assessing the impact of health programmes on poor
people — a tool which most PRSPs fail to employ in their health strategies.

(WHO 2004)

Gender

One of the most discussed areas in terms of the need for an approach to PRS monitoring which
acknowledges diversity is that of gender. The review by Marcus and Wilkinson (2002) ‘confirms the World
Development Movement’s (2001) assessment that gender analysis is largely missing in PRSPs and IPRSPs’
except for ‘a few references to the poverty of female- versus male-headed households, or to differences in
boys’ and girls’ school enrolment rates’. With the exception of Kenya and Honduras, ‘other gender issues,
including access to land or other assets, employment, or issues of gender and governance were not
mentioned’.

A major contribution to the World Bank and IMF PRSP Review was provided by UNIFEM (2001).
This was based on assessments done by NGOs, consultants and national women’s groups in countries
with both interim and full PRSPs. The study reviewed a wide range of IPRSPs, PRSPs and secondary
literature from Laos, Yemen, Lesotho, Ghana, Bolivia, Lesotho and Tanzania. The report argues that data
collection is one of the key areas where there is a singular lack of gender dimension in the PRSPs. One
example quoted is that analysis of gender as a cross-cutting dimension is typically restricted to a few
specific sectors such as health and education, where gender issues are traditionally addressed. It suggests
that because attention is still focused on conventional measures of poverty, available monitoring data
cannot adequately address the poverty levels of women.

A review of 15 IPRSPs and three PRSPs by the World Bank’s Gender Division was reported in
Kabeer (2002). This indicated that: less than half discussed gender issues in any detail in their diagnosis of
poverty; few integrated gender analysis into their monitoring and evaluation sections; while gendered
information was usually provided for health, nutrition and population and to a lesser extent education, in
other places gender was typically mentioned in passing or with a “vague intention”.

A more recent study (Bell 2003) was based on Information gathered from interviews with key people
in governments, NGOs, Danish embassies and academic institutions as well as Internet and library
resources. The report provides an overview on gender and PRSPs with particular reference to Tanzania,
Bolivia, Vietham and Mozambique. While again generally pessimistic, it does suggest that community-
based assessments which have a strong emphasis on social differentiation, such as the PPAs in Tanzania
and Vietnam, are likely to encourage gender-sensitive monitoring. ‘BExperiences with participatory poverty
assessments (PPAs) show that gender issues arise more strongly if a participatory approach informs
poverty diagnosis (McGee, Levene and Hughes 2002)” (cited in Bell 2003). However, it also points out
that effective implementation of PPAs may be possible in a country such as Tanzania, which has a history
of solid gender analysis skills and experience of gender advocacy at different levels, but is much more

difficult in countries such as Mozambique which lack such expertise and experience.
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Whitehead (2003) considers the ways in which gender issues are addressed in relation to the PRSPs
of Tanzania, Bolivia, Malawi and Yemen. It asks why they differ, and how this is linked to the particular
design of each PRSP process. The analysis is based on telephone interviews and a review of primary and
secondary documents. It concludes that a gendered PRSP analysis should highlight gender inequality as a
cause of poverty, the different experiences of poverty for women and men and the different effects of
policy and budgetary decisions on women and men. It also calls for a broader perspective on poverty
measurement to address dimensions which particularly affect women: vulnerability, powerlessness,

voicelessness and male-biased governance systems.

Geographical disaggregation
The basis for concern here is well described by Bird, Hulme, Moore and Shepherd (2002):

there is clear evidence of the existence of “hardcore poverty” in “spatial poverty traps” in rural areas
in the developing world and good grounds for believing that contemporary development processes
will ensure that such concentrations of human deprivation will persist and deepen in coming decades
... Almost 1.8 billion people live ‘in less favoured areas including marginal agricultural, forest and
woodland, and arid areas’ (Pender e a/. 2001)’.

(Bitd ez al. 2002)

A research exercise in South Africa (Mclntyre, Muirhead and Gilson 2002) looked at the possibilities of

identifying geographical poverty traps by defining small-area-based indices of deprivation. The project:

looked at the feasibility of developing a broad-based area deprivation index in a data scarce context
and considered the implications of such an index for geographic resource allocations. Despite certain
data problems, it was possible to construct and compare three different indices: a general index of
deprivation (GID), compiled from census data using principal component analysis; a policy-
perspective index of deprivation (PID), based on groups identified as priorities within policy
documents; and a single indicator of deprivation (SID), selected for relevance and feasibility of use.
The findings demonstrate clearly that in South Africa deprivation is multi-faceted, is concentrated in
specific areas within the country and is correlated with ill-health. However, the formula currently
used by the National Treasury to allocate resources between geographic areas, biases these allocations
towards less deprived areas within the country. The inclusion of the GID within this formula would
dramatically alter allocations towards those areas suffering from human development deficits.”

(Mclntyre ef al. 2002)

An early research exercise in Cambodia (Attfield 2000) emphasised the attractiveness of map data and

makes a case for their use in a policy context:
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The quality and effectiveness of the GIS output allowed the visualisation and comprehension of
abstract concepts. This stimulated demand for the development of the system and has enabled the
education policy development process. In particulat, policy on equity of access to education has had
to be re-evaluated based on the graphic demonstration using the GIS that poverty and not distance
was the major barrier to school attendance. Without the initial investment and development of the
GIS it would not have been possible to rapidly and effectively communicate ideas relating to

education policy and strategy.

In Vietnam, Minot, Baulch and Epprecht (2003) undertook an original project aimed at examining spatial
patterns in poverty and inequality, with the idea that this information could improve the targeting of
poverty alleviation programmes. Their method of geographical disaggregation relies on the presence of
two major datasets, the Vietnam LSMS survey for 1997/8 and the Population Census for 1999. Poverty
estimates at the commune level were made in four steps. First, a common set of variables was identified as
determinants of poverty that could be estimated from both the household survey and the population
census. Second, regression equations were estimated from the LSMS survey to find the relationship
between expenditure poverty and the chosen set of variables. Third, the estimated poverty equations were
applied to each household in the population census to estimate expenditure poverty by household in the
population census. Fourth, the household poverty data was aggregated to commune, district and higher
levels of aggregation as desired. At the second step, around half of the variance in expenditure poverty is
explained and the estimating error in the most disaggregated final estimates of poverty are quite large.
Nonetheless, careful presentation and interpretation of these errors in the report give confidence to the
key results reported.

The method can also be applied to other countries but is heavily dependent on the close proximity of
a good household survey and a population census. Similar exercises have recently been undertaken in
Malawi (IFPRI 2002) and Nepal (Bastola 2003). In general, the construction of ‘poverty maps’, using a
variety of approaches is widespread. The Povertymap website (www.povertymap.net), which is jointly
funded by FAO, UNEP and the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR),

currently lists exercises in 23 countries.

8. Fontana (2003) has modified existing SAMS for Bangladesh and Zambia for gender analysis by a
disaggregation of labour inputs and by including gendered social reproduction and leisure activities as own
production and consumption in the households. Her innovative study includes gendered poverty impacts
of trade liberalisation on the import side and for export markets in the North for Zambia and Bangladesh
which are potentially of great interest for PSIA. Similarly, recent work at Imperial College Wye and IFPRI
provides a spatial disaggregation of the agricultural sections of the SAMs available for Malawi and
Zimbabwe (Dorward 2003; Dorward, Morrison, Wobst, Lofgren and Tchale 2004) and that has facilitated
groundbreaking work on spatial poverty traps using a disaggregated Computable General Equilibrium

(CGE) household model of the agricultural sector. By empirically linking the agricultural commodity and
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labour markets with household and farm characteristics, the new Malawi and Zimbabwe household
models show, for example, the impact of a decrease in commodity prices that leads to an expansion in the
output of large farms, a decline in the output of small farms, an expansion of wage labour supplied by
small farmers (often women), an increase in large farmer income and an increase in poverty of small

farmers especially women.
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