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Introduction

This paper is based on my experience of four case studies of the following programmes:

· Mathare Youth Sports Association (Nairobi, Kenya)

· Go Sisters (Lusaka, Zambia)

· Youth Education Through Sport (Harare, Zimbabwe)

· Magic Bus (Mumbai, India)

These case studies were undertaken as part of a project funded by UK Sport (in association with UNICEF and Magic Bus) to produce a monitoring and evaluation manual for ‘sport-in-development’ projects. Although my initial intention was to develop an outcome-led manual (based on previous work undertaken for sportscotland (Coalter, 2001)), my experience with these highly innovative and ambitious projects has led me to propose a somewhat different emphasis.

Sport plus  

There is a variety of ‘sport-in-development’ programmes with a wide diversity of aims and objectives. Although traditional sport development objectives of increased participation, the development of sporting skills and fun are part of these programmes, they are rarely the sole rationale and very rarely the basis for external investment and subsequent evaluation. Almost without exception the presumed instrumental role of sport is emphasised. For example, much current investment is influenced by the 2003 resolution of the General Assembly of the United Nations affirming its commitment to sport as a means to promote education, health, development and its contribution towards achieving the Millennium Development Goals of universal primary education, promoting gender equality and empowering women, combating HIV/AIDS and addressing issues of environmental sustainability. 

Within this context it is possible to divide sport-in-development projects into two broad approaches. Some can be described as ‘sport plus’, in which the development of sustainable sports organisations and programmes is given primacy. However, sport is also used to address a number of broader social issues (e.g. gender equity; HIV/AIDS education). These outcomes are pursued via varying mixtures of organisational  values, ethics and practices, symbolic games and more formal didactic approaches. The other approach can be described as ‘plus sport’, in which social and health programmes use sport, especially its ability to bring together a large number of young people, to achieve some of their objectives. Short-term outcomes (e.g. HIV/AIDs education and behaviour change) are more important than the longer-term sustainable development of sport. Of course, there is a continuum of such programmes and differences are not always clear-cut. Nevertheless, there are implications for the definition of outcomes and ‘success’ and timescales for evaluation. This paper will  consider issues relating primarily to sport plus programmes, in which long term organisational sustainability and effectiveness are key objectives.    

Accountability versus development?

Resistance to monitoring and evaluation (M&E) – especially if it is disruptive of programme delivery – is often based on a belief that it relates solely to accountability, with issues of efficiency and effectiveness reflecting sponsors’ need to discover if their desired outcomes have been achieved. However, the basic philosophy underpinning the approach in this paper (and the manual) is that, in the context of sport-in-development, it is essential that M&E play a developmental role. As Shah et al (2005) suggest, M&E should provide the basis for a dialogue, both between organisations and sponsors and within organisations, and be as concerned with organisational development as with outcomes.
This is because sport-in-development organisations are as important as organisations.  as they are to the delivery of specific programme-related outcomes. A major function of such organisations is often to compensate for wider failures of national and local states, weak civic structures and disintegrating families. 

Mathare Youth Sport Association (MYSA)

Soccer development is the core activity and, with 17,000 members, it is regarded as the largest soccer development programme in Africa. However, soccer also acts as an entry point to a comprehensive and ambitious programme which, via membership involvement and a strong emphasis on mutual self-help, aims to produce ‘responsible citizens’. A strongly ethical approach to soccer is at the centre of a complex, integrated and inter-dependent programme which contains compulsory environmental/community work, peer leadership/coaching, gender equity, educational scholarships, the provision of two community libraries and the provision of food and support for street children at Nairobi juvenile court. An extensive HIV/AIDs education programme is delivered by peer educators via group discussions, lectures and street theatre (drama/arts/puppetry) (these peer educators are also mostly coaches and leaders involved in delivering the wider programmes). 

Most programmes are based on the development of youth peer leaders and train young people to coach and lead their peers in sport and life skill programmes.. Many involve young people (especially young women) at all levels of planning, implementation and decision-making, providing experience of control, empowerment and a sense of collective responsibility (via the much emphasised status of ‘role models’). In other words, people (or ‘responsible citizens’) are a major outcome of such organisations (in traditional sports development programmes these are usually regarded simply as inputs), one that precedes the programmes whose impacts are often the subject of evaluation.  

Consequently, such organisations seek to generate a form of bonding capital (Putman, 2000) - strong social ties between people who share very similar social circumstances and which are based on trust and reciprocity. Part of the key to their success lies in the broader social relationships that they develop, providing a ‘family’ for orphans and homeless and a social space to reduce the social isolation of, and empower, young women.   These might be regarded as crucial “development values and outcomes” (Sports Coaches Outreach (SCORE), 2005).

Because of such considerations the Department for International Development (2005) states that:

“The over-arching goal for evaluation in international development is to foster a transparent, inquisitive and self-critical organisational culture…so we can learn to do better”.   

Further, SCORE (2005) argues that:

“The issue of internal capacity at organisational… level is one of the greatest challenges for the effective implementation and sustainability of projects … sufficient internal capacity is essential for long term success…..stronger organisations will lead to better implemented projects and better results in the long term”

Process-led Participatory Evaluations

Such considerations lead to an emphasis on process-led, participatory, evaluations, which contribute to organisational development in a number of ways. The involvement of most members of organisations in the monitoring and evaluation of most aspects of their activities leads to: 

· Capacity-building.
· Greater ownership, understanding and integration.

· Development of an ability to reflect on and analyse attitudes, beliefs and behaviour (Shah et al 2005) – a major factor in theory-based evaluations (see below).  

Shah et al (2004:21-22) suggest that in more traditional approaches to M&E

“Staff who collect monitoring data are not always sure why they are collecting the information and pass it up to the chain of supervisors until it is eventually incorporated into a report for the donor. Monitoring data collected under these circumstances are not often analysed by field staff and are therefore infrequently used to make decisions about adapting the project’s strategy or activities”.

In the approach suggested here, M&E are not additions to organisational development and programme delivery, but are integral to the definition of aims, objectives, successful programme design and delivery and staff development

.

There are strong generic arguments for such an approach. For example, solely outcome-based evaluations are often unable to explain either success or failure - the ‘how and why?’ questions. Despite the policy rhetoric, ‘sport’ does not have causal powers – Pawson (2001:16) argues that we need to adopt a “configurational approach to causality, in which outcomes are considered to follow from the alignment…of a specific combination of attributes” and these sets of attributes may vary from programme to programme. It is not ‘sport’ that is the key, but the way in which it is provided and experienced. The failure to address these issues will limit either the ability to adjust apparently ‘unsuccessful’ programmes, or to disseminate examples of ‘best practice’, in a way that can identify the context/culturally-specific factors which may limit transferability. More generally, Patriksson (1998: 128) has argued that:
“Sport, like most activities, is not a priori good or bad, but has the potential of producing both positive and negative outcomes.  Questions like ‘what conditions are necessary for sport to have beneficial outcomes?’ must be asked more often”.

Patriksson’s implied distinction between necessary conditions (i.e. participation) and sufficient conditions (the nature of processes) in achieving desired outcomes (Coalter et al., 2000) has an even greater relevance within the broad area of sport-in-development, where there is an urgent need to develop a cumulative body of knowledge (excellent work has already been undertaken as part of the Toolkit: Sport for Development (sportanddev.org)). Therefore, it is essential to understand process to ensure that the development of peer leaders and the provision and management of programmes maximise the possibility of the achievement of desired outcomes. 

Secondly, as Mukoma and Flisher (2004: 356) argue:

“process evaluation is an important component of a comprehensive approach… because programmes are seldom delivered exactly as designed and planned…[emphasis added]. Without detailed process evaluation we can only infer that perhaps the implementation did not occur as expected.” 

Process M&E identifies any divergence from theoretically informed and agreed programmes, early in the process. It seeks to assess the positive and negative consequences of any adaptations and, most importantly, assist in the quick dissemination of emerging best practice throughout the organisation. 

Thirdly, a process-led approach will provide a better understanding of local realities and inform the development of realistic outcome measures. Writing about sports development programmes in South Africa, Burnett (2001:43) emphasises the need for “a unique and context-sensitive research instrument” and the need “to establish the ‘value-added’ dimension of the impact on the community (represented by social networks, institutions and groups) and on the individual”. She argues for this because of the pervasive influence of poverty (Burnett, 2001:49):

“Poverty is however not simply a quantitative or economic phenomenon, but indicates a particular location and experience of being human. Kotze (1993:3) refers to the all-embracing nature of poverty ‘in the sense that it encompasses material, social, physical and intellectual insecurity’ “.

The emphasis on grounded analysis, realistic definition of possible outcomes and the need for a ‘value-added’ approach based on an objective assessment of local conditions is well made.

Fourthly, such an approach enables (in fact requires) theory-driven evaluations, rather than the more traditional quantitative approach to outcome measurement. The significance of theory-driven evaluations is that they require all those involved in funding, design, training, management, delivery and M&E to articulate clearly and precisely the nature of their assumptions about sport-in-development programmes and how participation is presumed to lead to specific sporting and non-sporting outcomes. The development of such theory-based logic models provides the basis for monitoring and evaluation of the coherence of all stages of the programme.  

Ill-defined interventions with hard-to-follow outcomes
Theory-driven evaluations are also important in circumstances where there are difficulties in measuring certain outcomes, whether that is because of conceptual difficulties, difficulties in controlling for intervening and confounding variables, a lack of resources or expertise in measurement and analysis, or circumstances make any form of rigorous evaluation very difficult – all factors common in sport-in-development projects.   

In this regard it is worth pointing out that some of the aspirations for outcome evaluation of sport-in-development projects often seem to be in excess of those attempted (or even possible) in more auspicious circumstances. In fact, Pawson (2004) suggests that many social policy interventions can be characterised as ‘ill-defined interventions with hard-to-follow outcomes’ – a fact often ignored in demands for precise outcome evaluation. In addition, space does not permit consideration of crucial, often ‘political’ issues such as the level and rigour of evidence required (often a ‘political’ issue); the relative value of cross-sectional analysis versus pre/post-testing; the legitimacy of qualitative evidence. 

Figure 1 outlines a relatively standard flowchart for M&E of the social outcomes presumed to be associated with sport. Efficiency is measured as a ratio between inputs and outputs and in many traditional approaches inclusiveness and ‘effectiveness’ are measured by the extent to which Sporting Outcomes 1 (eg equity) have been achieved. Other, more sport-focused programmes, will also seek to measure Sporting Outcomes 2 - the extent to which sporting understanding, competencies and skills are being developed.  

However, when there is an emphasis on the presumed associated benefits of sports participation – as in most sport-in-development projects – monitoring and evaluation needs to assess the impact of such participation on the values, attitudes and behaviours of participants. 

Figure 1   The impacts of sports programmes: a logic model 
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For example, in Figure 1 the theoretical logic of participating in sport is that it will lead to certain Intermediate Impacts. These include (i) personal psychological improvements in such things as both physical and global self-esteem, self-confidence, locus of control, inter-personal skills and (ii) knowledge and understanding of such areas as HIV/AIDS information. Additionally, and perhaps most importantly, the assumption is that such Intermediate Impacts will lead to Outcomes – ie changed behaviour (Coalter, 2001).

It is clear that this theoretical logic poses methodological difficulties in measuring and illustrating ‘sport’s effects’ (in addition to logistical and resources issues).  Because of space limitations these cannot be developed here, but they include: the difficulty of disentangling the effects of participation in sport from parallel social influences and developmental processes; cross-sectional research data provides limited evidence about the sustainability of recorded impacts; the relationship between recorded changes in attitudes and eventual sustained behaviour change is often weak; impacts will depend on the relative salience of the experience compared to other significant social and cultural factors; effects will be determined by the frequency and intensity of participation and the degree of participants’ adherence over time.  

A possible contribution to the solution of some of these problems is indicated in Figure 1 – the development of clear theories of change to strengthen claims for causality where evidence might be either limited, or difficult to collect. This highlights the potential of (perhaps even the need for) theory-driven evaluations. This approach requires clear and systematic statements which reveal the assumptions on which organisations and programmes are based (see also Toolkit: Sport for Development (sportanddev.org); Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 1999).  These illustrate how organisation/programme components are constructed to achieve certain outcomes. The purpose of this is to:

· Outline the rationale for the choice of particular practices and programmes.  An understanding of such assumptions is central to the management of the organisation and programmes to maximise the possibility of achieving desired outcomes. Discussions of, possibly differing, theories of change and associated processes can help to clarify organisational and programme aims and generate greater ownership and coherence.
MYSA and Go Sisters

Rather than adopt a traditional sports development approach and provide girls with a range of sporting activities, soccer is chosen because it is regarded as a male preserve. The development of female soccer is related directly to issues of gender equity and female empowerment – not simply to reduce young women’s social isolation by providing them with public spaces and opportunities to develop, but also to force young males to confront their prejudices.

Integrated or didactic?

Some programmes have integrated HIV/AIDS education via a series of symbolic warm up/down exercises. For example, a ball representing the AIDS virus is thrown randomly within a circle of players and a player in the circle, representing information, seeks to get to the recipient before she catches the ball. However, other programmes simply use sport to bring together large numbers of young people to whom they provide information via formal, traditional, didactic approaches.  Clearly these approaches are making assumptions about the role of sport and the processes of learning.

· Outline the conditions, sequence and timescales for programme effectiveness.
· Provide a frame of reference for evaluations of various aspects of the organisation and programme.  
· Provide a basis for estimating impacts that may not be easy or feasible to measure, but are in a causal chain supported by theory or research, strengthening claims for causality. Even where it is possible to measure outcomes, such an approach is essential to underpin understanding of how outcomes are achieved. Such an understanding greatly increases organisations’ ability to manage for outcomes in order to maximise the possibility that such outcomes are achieved. 

For example, in Figure 1, there is a need to outline the elements of the sports participation process (Outputs 2) which are assumed to contribute to the achievement of Intermediate Impacts (eg type of sport; task versus ego orientation; nature of training given to coaches (Outputs 1); involvement of participants in decision-making; nature of social relationships between coaches and participants and so on).

Process Monitoring and Evaluation: A Framework and Brief Illustration

Figure 2 provides a draft outline of the framework (or logic model) for the approach to process M&E to be developed in the proposed manual. The framework is an expanded version of Figure 1 and currently has seven main elements (columns). In this section we provide a brief illustrative explanation of some aspects of this framework.  

 Each of the seven elements contains three components (rows).

(i)
What. The type of information that needs to be collected. 
(ii) 
Why. The rationale for the collection of such information and how this relates to a general theory of change.

(iii)
How. The methods of data collection. 

Because of restricted space, in this section I will comment on the first two columns – Inputs 1 (organisation and programme resources) and Inputs 2/Outputs 1 (developing those who deliver the programme). 

Figure 2
A Logic Model for Process Evaluation
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Inputs 1

Information about the nature and adequacy of resources is often collected to illustrate to donors what their funding has purchased – a partial indicator of economy and efficiency. Often there is a failure to record all relevant ‘resources’ (eg links to the community; free use of facilities), or to constantly update changes in the quality or quantity of resources. However, such information has major theoretical significance as it is vitally important to an understanding the nature of, and limitations placed on, programmes and associated outcomes.  Following Burnett (2001) this information is part of our ‘grounded evaluation’, the basis for the establishment of realistic outcome measures and for any ‘value added’ assessment. 

More importantly, such information is also vital for any attempts at programme replication For example, Cunningham and Beneforti (2005:94), seeking to develop indicators to measure the social impact of sport in Australian indigenous communities, emphasise the need for indicators of “program viability and sustainability” as “these indicators can enhance understanding of the processes that can lead to positive outcomes (and therefore how they can be reproduced)".

Inputs 2/Outputs 1

This relates to a major civic function of sport-in-development organisations and central to their sustainability – the development of peer leaders, coaches and educators. The information to be collected relates to the philosophy, theory, content and quality of training, which in turn relates to two major issues.

(i)
The training underpins philosophy, content and processes of programmes and is a major factor for attempts at replication. An understanding of these aspects also provides the essential basis for monitoring and evaluating the implementation of programmes in Stage 3 and the extent to which they are delivered as theoretically intended (and the possibility of desired impacts maximised).  Most organisations already document the broad outlines of such training, but rarely examine systematically its impact on trainees and their understanding of the aims and precise objectives of the programmes that they will deliver. Such work at this stage would serve to assess the effectiveness of such training, establish an agreed evaluation framework between the delivery team and those responsible for M&E and encourage increased integration and coherence.  

(ii) As previously argued, the contribution of such organisations to the development of civic society is often significant and the contribution of training to personal and social development is important.  The retention of trained staff is a major factor in the sustainability of programmes and their continuity of content and quality and staff turnover needs constant monitoring. However, the ambition and ability of such trained staff to move to other employment is a significant performance indicator. 

Much of these data can be collected and constantly up-dated via relatively standardised forms and inventories (much of the basic descriptive aspects of this information should be collected as part of general monitoring). 

Clearly the data collected at Stages 1 and 2 are central to understanding the theoretical and philosophical nature of organisations and programmes. Consequently, they form the basis for the development of realistic outcome measures and theoretically informed M&E of programme implementation and outcome evaluation.  

Conclusions 

If all this is regarded as a rather ambitious task, my experience in the four case studies was that such theories of change were implicitly understood and  frequently reflected in programme design and content. However, they were rarely systematically documented, disseminated or discussed by all members of the organisation. In many cases what is required is a greater degree of collaboration and more systematic documentation and monitoring of practice to ensure that it conforms to theoretical assumptions and is being implemented as agreed – a vitally important issue if outcome measurement is to be attempted.

Of course, there are some pragmatic resource considerations about what is being proposed.  

(i) Skills and expertise 

Consideration needs to be given to the skills and expertise required for monitoring and evaluation. Although some initial support and training will be required, if the aim is “to foster a transparent, inquisitive and self-critical organisational culture” (Department for International Development, 2005), then such work eventually needs to become part of organisational processes. The resource implications of this should be acknowledged by long term sponsors and partners. 
(ii)
Cost effectiveness

The cost effectiveness of any monitoring and evaluation must be considered. Although this is a generic question, its importance is even greater for organisations with extremely limited financial and human resources. In such circumstances the need for, and significance of, the contribution to the organisational and programme aims and objectives needs to be clearly articulated. 

In proposing this approach I am not rejecting a attempts at outcome evaluation. However, it is clear that, even in its own terms, such an approach is often limited. If outcomes are not assessed within an understanding of context and process, then such an approach has limited ability to explain either success or failure, or to comment on generalisability. Further, where robust measurement is not possible, theory-driven process evaluation can provide evidence of the theoretical coherence of programmes and some confidence that hard-to-measure outcomes are likely to be achieved.

Finally, in the area if sport-in-development there is an urgent need to move beyond limited forms of accountability and to use M&E to assist in organisational development and sustainability. As SCORE (2005) put it, “stronger organisations will lead to better implemented projects and better results in the long term”
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