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1. QUALITATIVE INFORMATION APPRAISAL (QIA) 

Objective

QIA captures people’s perceptions of processes and outcomes, using participatory methods, and translates this qualitative information into numbers using different methods especially ordinal scoring through a self contained three-step methodology. 

Components

· Quantified Participatory Assessment (QPA), which uses participatory methods to generate people’s perceptions and techniques such as indexes of change, cardinal measurement and ordinal scoring methods to convert this qualitative information into scores and reasons for scores.

· Stakeholder meetings (SHM), which use the findings from the QPA to probe, along with key stakeholder groups, into the factors underlying the performance reflected in the scores, and to suggest corrective and progressive action for both, project management and project communities. 

· Action planning report (APR) that presents the findings of the QPA and the suggestions from stakeholder meetings in a manner most suitable for action planning by project management and project communities.
Main Features 
· Measures project processes and qualitative impacts
· Uses standard PRA tools for community assessment
· Empowers communities and project staff
· Converts qualitative information into numbers
· Collects qualitative information to explain scores
· Stores information on existing, off-the-shelf computer database programme

· Facilitates adaptive management, through stakeholder meetings and action planning reports, right along the project management cycle.

When QIA should be selected as a methodology?

· If there is a large sample size QIA is usually more appropriate
· The nature of information to be collected where both qualitative and quantitative information has to be collected, using focus group discussions with different village groups.
Benefits of using the QIA
· It has the potential to capture qualitative information, including people’s perception of technical issues - rapidly, and cheaply, as well as empower communities and project staff and give them all a voice in project management. 
· It is flexible and can be modified to capture different monitoring, evaluation and assessment issues.
· It uses PRA methods to involve community men and women and provides an institutional platform for their views, suggestions and issues to be discussed by different stakeholders, including senior project management. 
· It can depict information from a large number of project community using simple but clear visual formats, without the distortion of aggregation. 
Expected Output

The QIA enables everyone (including the poorest) to be included in the assessment of outputs and processes, as well as in taking decisions and planning for corrective action. The QIA thus offers those responsible for project and resource management not only to listen to the voices of all those involved, but also to enter into a purposeful dialogue for effective project management – which can go a long way towards increased sustainability. 

2. QUANTIFIED PARTICIPATORY ASSESSMENT (QPA)
What is QPA? 

The QPA is a flexible participatory methodology that assesses people’s perceptions rapidly on a range of qualitative issues using standard PRA tools (such as transect walks, social mapping, wealth ranking, pocket voting and focus group discussions) and then converts this information into numbers, using a variety of standardised scoring methods in order to generate comparable results across a large sample of stakeholders. Besides this, the QPA is oriented towards highlighting issues in project implementation at the community level, for action planning at several levels, starting with the community level and using the principle of exhausting local options before moving higher up in the hierarchy.

The 4-steps of a typical Quantified Participatory Assessment (QPA)

	STEPS
	ACTIVITIES
	RESPONSIBILITY
	TIME

	Planning the Assessment
	Defining assessment purpose and scope 
	QPA Facilitators and 

Project Management
	1-2 days

	
	Deciding sample size
	
	

	
	Deciding assessment teams
	
	

	
	Planning training and assessment logistics
	
	

	The Training
Workshop
	Deciding assessment issues and indicators
	QPA Facilitators, local QPA Assessment Teams and Data Entry Operators
	Around 14 days

	
	Developing QPA formats (scoring options)
	
	

	
	Mock interviews
	
	

	
	Two pre-tests followed by revision
	
	

	
	Finalising QPA formats
	
	

	
	Planning assessment logistics
	
	

	
	Creating the computer database
	
	

	The Field Assessment
	Field work
	Local assessment  teams 

(4-6 per village)
	@ 2 days per village

	
	Peer group scoring
	Local assessment  teams

(of all villages)
	

	
	Data entry and data checking
	Local assessment  teams/ Data Entry Operators
	

	Post
Assessment
	Data analysis
	QPA Facilitators
	Around 10 days


3. PRINCIPLES TO BE FOLLOWED FOR USING QPA
1. Rapid assessment, designed to identify and highlight issues for further attention (it does not aim to unearth the finer details of these issues; that is the responsibility of the (participatory) project). The rapidity of the assessment depends on the time, staff and financial resources available to the project and the scope of the assessment, and therefore can vary from 1-2 day per community (though it can be longer if necessary).

2. Focused entirely on finding the ‘truth’ behind the issue and uses local assessment teams
 and participatory tools primarily for this purpose, although the discussion of assessment issues can itself be empowering (see Box 1). The quality of the information being gathered is checked at different stages of the QPA, including triangulation of information from different sources within the community, peer-group reviews of scores, and random checking, but the basic strategy is to devolve responsibility for the accuracy of fieldwork to the QPA assessment teams.

3. Empowering project communities and project staff through (1) awareness that processes like transparency, accountability and participation are legitimate and desirable and (2) focus group discussions with project communities of descriptive ordinal scoring options that range from the worst to the benchmark to the ideal - and hence give gives them insights into what is not desirable, what is acceptable best practice (benchmark) and what is possible (ideal).

4. Using local resources: Apart from using local assessment teams, who are involved in the formulation of the QPA formats, mock interviews, two rounds of pre-testing and the actual assessment, the creating computerised data entry sheets and data entry are also done locally.

5. Benchmarking: All ordinal scoring options are benchmarked at the mid-value of 50 (though other values are possible), to facilitate the interpretation of ordinal scores. ‘Low’ scores (i.e., below benchmark) require follow-up enquiry and project action, while ‘high scores’ (benchmark and above) suggest exemplary cases. 

6. Peer review of scores: Wherever possible, local assessment teams peer review each other’s scores.
 Each assessment team tries to get as much information as possible (on the ‘real situation on the ground’) scores the various options and the reasons for their scores, and defends both in a meeting of all assessment teams.

7. Sharing information with the communities: While collected information is shared and verified with the community at the end of each community assessment, pictorial depiction of the information (including the social map) is given back to the community at the end of the QPA. QPA findings (both scores and the results from the stakeholder meetings) are also presented to the assessment teams and project management before finalisation.

4. STEPS INVOLVED IN QPA
Designing the assessment: The QPA is designed in consultation with project management and field staff, who help identify the issues to be assessed, and determine the sample to be surveyed and the financial and staffing resources available to carry out the assessment. A 2-week workshop with the field staff that will carry out the assessment in the field then details the QPA scoring formats along with the facilitator pre-tests the formats and plans the logistics of the actual assessments. 

Collecting information: Since the aim is rapid assessment, the QPA is done at the rate of 1 day per assessment when time is short, although it can be done at a more leisurely pace as well. The focus of all assessments is on getting reliable information, and besides using local assessment teams (usually from the same project but from different project areas) the information is also verified in different ways, including at a community meeting. 

Scoring: Both self-scoring and peer group scoring are possible, depending on the time available and the nature of the respondents. Peer group scoring is preferred in rural communities where assessment teams hold focus group discussions aimed at unearthing ground reality and use this information to fill QPA formats where, besides the score, the reasons for giving that particular score have to be filled. These scores are validated by a peer group of assessment teams, where each team has to explain and defend every score. 

Data entry: Immediately after validation, each assessment team sits with a local data entry operator to enter the scores and the reasons for the scores are entered into a computer database (such an SPSS, MS EXCEL or ACCESS). The data entry sheets are designed to exactly match the paper formats, in order to minimise the chances of data entry errors. 

Data analysis: The data are analysed using simple statistical tools such as frequency tables to show the number of habitations reporting a particular score. Communities (or municipalities or districts) are classified according to benchmark scores, with those below the benchmark, being identified for further project action. 

Data presentation: For project management, assessment information is presented either as frequency histograms, pie diagrams or GIS layouts, which are specially designed to focus on core issues (e.g., ‘problem’ villages and ‘OK’ villages. More detail is available on each issue and community in the database. For project communities, the information sharing is only through the discussions at the community meetings during the actual assessment and through subsequent visual depictions (e.g., ‘web’ diagrams), which, along with the new social maps, are given back to the community later. This aspect has to be strengthened further.

5. SCORING IN THE QPA
INTRODUCTION

Qualitative information generally refers to people’s perceptions of processes and outcomes and can range from their impressions of the effectiveness of capacity building, the extent to which they have been able to participate in project activities, and project benefits and costs to their perceptions of project impacts such as changes in irrigated area, income from agriculture and reduction in soil erosion. While some of this information can be double-checked using standard technical and socio-economic surveys, some purely qualitative issues such as the sensitivity of the project to gender issues, the poor, transparency of operations, and facilitation by project staff are normally captured using focus group and key informant discussions. 

DIFFERENT METHODS OF SCORING

There are several methods to translate even such purely qualitative issues into numbers, of which four have been used in the QPA, viz., indexes of change, cardinal measurement and general and descriptive ordinal scoring systems, each of which is detailed in a separate information sheet. 

Both self-scoring and peer group scoring are possible, depending on the time available and the nature of the respondents. Peer group scoring is preferred in rural communities where assessment teams hold focus group discussions aimed at unearthing ground reality and use this information to fill QPA formats where, besides the score, the reasons for giving that particular score have to be filled. These scores are validated by a peer group of assessment teams, where each team has to explain and defend every score. 

QUALITY CONTROL IN SCORING
[image: image1.png]1. Discussing misleading scoring: The initial training also explicitly discusses the ease with which wrong information can be collected and how this can defeat the very purpose of the assessment. If teams give a score higher than warranted by the actual situation, the community could get less attention in future in terms of project investment and staff time. On the other hand, giving a lower than warranted score could signal inefficient use of project resources used for the community.
2. Scoring by peer group: Although the QPA has used self-scoring, later applications switched to scoring by assessment teams with a peer group review. While participatory activities have definite merits, they can hide field reality (See the Box). Most communities ‘participate’ in anticipation of project benefits, and strategic behaviour is to be expected.
 Since participatory activities invariably take time, and since many respondents (especially rural women) may not be able to spare the time required for follow-up discussions on just-concluded participatory activities, the final quality control of participatory activities is difficult to achieve practically.
 Instead, as far as possible, the QPA uses focus group discussions, with the assessment teams well aware that they have to accurately assess the true situation on the ground, score the situation, and defend the scores to a peer group (comprising the full set of assessment teams). This gives assessment teams the time and the opportunity to engage community respondents in active discussion as equals.
5.1 Scoring Method 1: Cardinal Measurement
Even if baseline information is not available, percentages can be calculated for key indicators. Two measures devised for the Socio-economic and Environmental Assessment of the Doon Valley Watershed Development Project (WS Atkins and UP Desco, 2000) to capture the general direction of change from the pre-project situation are worth noting. 

Example 1

To calculate change in awareness and self-confidence of women in project villages was captured by calculating the percentage change in the number of women able to speak freely in village meetings. In a focus group discussion with women, a simple show of hands showed the number of women able to speak freely (Table 3). The results showed a 100% improvement in 5 out of 15 villages (33% of total villages sampled), and more than 50% improvement in 11 out of 15 villages (73% of total sample).
 

Table 3: Perceived Changes In Women’s Confidence, Doon Valley Project, January - February 2000
	
	Total

Women
	Speaking freely in village meetings

	
	
	Before
	After
	% change

	Tachchila
	19
	0
	6
	32

	Majhara
	16
	0
	16
	100

	Rainiwala
	20
	0
	18
	90

	Hasanpur
	30
	0
	30
	100

	Bhopalpani
	50
	0
	25
	50

	Bharwakatal
	40
	0
	35
	88

	Kalimati
	50
	0
	3
	6

	Marora
	70
	0
	70
	100

	Nahad
	40
	5
	35
	75

	Singli
	15
	0
	15
	100

	Sorna
	100
	50
	65
	15

	Bawani
	200
	20
	200
	90

	Dagar
	30
	10
	20
	33

	Dour
	40
	0
	40
	100

	Kotimaychak
	60
	0
	40
	67


Example 2

Similarly we captured changes in male drinking habits as perceived by women and a percentage was calculated to express the change (Table 4).
 

Table 4: Perceived Changes In Male Drinking Habits, Doon Valley Project, January- February 2000
	Village
	Division
	Total

Number of Households
	Number of households where males do not drink
	Percent change
	Nature of Change

in Male

Drinking Habits

	
	
	
	Before project
	After project
	
	

	Tachchila
	Dehradun
	21
	0
	17
	81
	Major decrease

	Majhara
	Dehradun
	16
	4
	6
	15
	Slight decrease

	Rainiwala
	Dehradun
	21
	10
	10
	0
	No change

	Hasanpur
	Dehradun
	150
	0
	0
	0
	No change

	Bhopalpani
	Song
	42
	
	
	0
	No change

	Bharwakatal
	Song
	25
	
	
	0
	No change

	Kalimati
	Song
	32
	0
	0
	0
	No change

	Marora
	Song
	75
	50
	30
	-27
	Increase

	Dudhai
	Kalsi
	65
	
	
	0
	No change

	Nahad
	Kalsi
	45
	25
	15
	-26
	Increase

	Singli
	Kalsi
	35
	25
	25
	0
	No change

	Sorna
	Kalsi
	45
	45
	45
	0
	No change

	Bawani
	Rishikesh
	115
	10
	115
	91
	Major decrease

	Dagar
	Rishikesh
	60
	30
	30
	0
	No change

	Dour
	Rishikesh
	80
	20
	50
	38
	Decrease

	Koti Me Chak
	Rishikesh
	59
	12
	48
	61
	Major decrease


Source: Adapted from WS Atkins and UP Desco (2000), p. 26.

This method is also not reliable for repeated scoring, since the measurement was done by a small group of villagers on behalf of all villagers, and a different group in the next year may have different perceptions. But it may be a useful to get a rough indication of change in a one-time assessment. 

5.2
Scoring Method 2: Indexes of Change
Particularly when baseline information is unavailable, a simple technique that can be used is to specify a pre-project level of the indicator (e.g., changes in income from crop production) at 100, and ask focus group respondents what the current level would be. If the general consensus is ‘130’, it implies a 30% change from the pre-project situation (Table 3).

Table 3: Changes in Income from Crop Production, Doon Valley Project, January – February 2000
	Village
	Division
	Scores for Change in Agricultural Incomes

	
	
	Before
	After
	Percentage change

	Tachchila
	Dehradun
	100
	150
	50

	Majhara
	Dehradun
	100
	183
	83

	Rainiwala
	Dehradun
	100
	200
	100

	Hasanpur
	Dehradun
	100
	125
	25

	Bhopalpani
	Song
	100
	150
	50

	Bharwakatal
	Song
	100
	150
	50

	Kalimati
	Song
	100
	130
	30

	Marora
	Song
	100
	150
	50

	Dudhai
	Kalsi
	100
	150
	50

	Nahad
	Kalsi
	100
	125
	25

	Singli
	Kalsi
	100
	110
	10

	Sorna
	Kalsi
	100
	125
	25

	Bawani
	Rishikesh
	100
	150
	50

	Dagar
	Rishikesh
	100
	125
	25

	Dour
	Rishikesh
	100
	130
	30

	Koti May Chak
	Rishikesh
	100
	125
	25

	AVERAGE SCORE
	42


Source: Adapted from WS Atkins and UP Desco (2000), p. 18.

These findings from a rapid QPA in 16 villages, at the rate of 1 day per village, were corroborated by a full-scale impact evaluation study of social equity and household livelihoods, which reported that ‘crop incomes have increased around 50% from the sampled villages’ (WS Atkins, 2001).

Note that causality is a problem (since other factors could have influenced the change) and this is not a reliable method
 for repeated scoring (since the group answering in the second year may have a different perception of the pre-project level and indeed that in the first year). Yet, it is a useful method for a one-time assessment, with limited time and resources.

5.3
Scoring Method 3: General Ordinal Scoring
For several issues, however, it is useful to use an ordinal scoring system such as the Likert 5-point scale, of which many versions currently exist. One of the most common applications is the now-familiar user survey format of 0 = Strongly Disagree; 1 = Disagree; 2 = Neutral; 3 = Agree and 4 = Strongly Agree. While this is a useful method and is widely used currently, it may not generate reliable scores. One variant that is slightly more reliable bases itself on a concrete situation respondents perceive as existing at a point of time. In the Doon Valley Project, for instance, villagers used ordinal ranking to measure the effectiveness of project soil erosion control measures (see Box 1). 

Box 1: Effectiveness of soil erosion control measures in the Doon Valley Project, India

Villagers were first asked to mark on a resource map areas of soil erosion before the project, and to identify those areas where the project had worked to reduce erosion. They were then asked to score project sites as 0 if erosion continued unabated, 100 if the erosion had stopped completely, or any number in between. Villagers quickly identified this 0 to 100 measurement with the sola anna (16 annas) scale - the old monetary unit in British India, where 16 annas equalled 1 Rupee, and 8 annas was half that, and 4 annas, a quarter. Within a short time, villagers were able to arrive at scores for each of the project sites.

	Village
	Division
	Scores on erosion control

	
	
	Site 1
	Site 2
	Site 3
	Site 4
	Site 5
	Average

	Tachchila
	Dehradun
	50
	75
	100
	40
	
	66

	Majhara
	Dehradun
	100
	100
	100
	100
	
	100

	Rainiwala
	Dehradun
	100
	
	
	
	
	100

	Hasanpur
	Dehradun
	25
	100
	100
	100
	
	81

	Bhopalpani
	Song
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	0

	Bharwakatal
	Song
	50
	25
	75
	
	
	50

	Kalimati
	Song
	75
	
	
	
	
	75

	Marora
	Song
	50
	75
	50
	100
	
	69

	Dudhai
	Kalsi
	75
	100
	50
	
	
	75

	Nahad
	Kalsi
	50
	25
	75
	
	
	50

	Singli
	Kalsi
	80
	100
	100
	40
	
	80

	Sorna
	Kalsi
	100
	100
	 
	
	
	100

	Bawani
	Rishikesh
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	0

	Dagar
	Rishikesh
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	0

	Dour
	Rishikesh
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	0

	Koti May Chak
	Rishikesh
	75
	100
	75
	50
	100
	80


Source: WS Atkins (2000), pp. 15-16. See also James et al., 2002.

However, this method may not be reliable if the scoring exercise is repeated by another group or at another point of time, since perceptions of even a real situation may vary across respondents.

5.4
Scoring Method 4: Descriptive Ordinal Scoring
A descriptive ordinal scoring system explicitly links ordinal scores to descriptions of concrete situations, and can make ordinal scoring systems more reliable for two distinct reasons. 

· If one group of villagers accurately describe the situation prevailing in a certain village at a particular point of time (say July 2001) is likely to be recalled later by even a different group of respondents (say in September 2002) who are asked to describe the situation back in July 2001. 

· If a score is linked to a particular situation, a reliable recall of the situation will result in the same score being ascribed to the situation by even a different group even later in time.

The MPA is based on such an assessment system and uses standard PRA tools (such as wealth assessments, social mapping, transect walks, pocket voting, matrix scoring, focus group discussions, card sorting, and a hundred seeds) to provide the information needed to generate descriptive ordinal scores. The MPA however does a mechanical conversion of ordinal scores from the scale of 0 – 4 to 0 – 100. Thus, while a participant score of 1 is converted to a score of 25, a participant score of 4 becomes 100 automatically. However, the QPA uses a 0 – 100 scale from the beginning (Table 1)

 TC "Table 3.4: Women’s participation in community decision-making, Dhone Habitations, 2001"\f t Table 1: Women’s participation in village-level meetings, Western India Rainfed Farming Project, 

IFFDC Project Areas, February- March 2003

	QPA Scoring Options
	QPA Scores

	No women in the group
	0

	Women do not attend village-level meetings
	10

	Women attend village-level meetings, but do not speak
	25

	Women attend village-level meetings and influenced one decision that affected them 
	50

	Women have influenced more than one decision that affected them
	75

	Women participate in village level meetings as equals of men 
	100


Source: James (2003a) p. 18.

This type of scoring has two distinct advantages: 

· Familiarity: Even illiterate respondents are conversant with the 0 – 100 scale given that there are several examples used in daily life, such as the money scale (e.g., 100 paise to a Rupee), percentage scale or marks in an examination.

· Flexibility: In situations where respondents feel their particular situation falls in between the situation described in options 2 and 3, the only option in a 0 – 4 scoring system is 2.5, while further gradations become rather tedious. With a 0 –100 scoring system, however, there is greater possibility of scoring ‘in between’, say 60 (if the situation is closer to that described by score 50 than by score 75), or score 70 (if the situation is vice versa).

6. MULTI-STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS (MSHM) 

WHY MSHM?

Using QPA findings to plan corrective actions, however, requires going beyond the QPA scores and the reasons behind them. While ‘low’ scores indicate problems in implementation, factors responsible for the problem need to be identified and overcome, and this is done best with multi-stakeholder meetings. 
While Multi-Stakeholder Meetings is not a new concept, several practical modifications have been suggested by the experience in different projects where MSHM are used in QIA. Four key insights from the stakeholder meetings conducted after the analysis of QPA findings are discussed below.

1. Separate meetings with district and state-level stakeholders: Since junior level staff do not find it easy to speak freely in the presence of superiors (and vice versa), separate short (1-2 hour) district-level meetings were held with Community Facilitators, Block Coordinators, District Project Coordinators (DPCs) and their staff and with District Project Managers (DPMs) and their staff. Similarly, at the state level, a separate meeting was held with the staff the training institution involved in capacity building work for the project.
2. Subsequent multi-stakeholder meeting: With the information from the individual stakeholder meetings, the facilitators compiled the issues for the multi-stakeholder meetings held at the district as well as at the state-level. The effort was to go beyond the immediate complaint and to identify the core reason for the problem. Thus, for instance, 6-month delays in the payment of salaries of community facilitators (hired by the NGO) was traced to the quarterly settlement of bills agreed by the NGO in their contract with the project management.
3. Focus on the resolution not the problem: During the multi-stakeholder meetings, the focus was deliberately kept on finding resolutions to the problems raised rather than on finding fault or assigning blame. This was often difficult because the multi-stakeholder meeting had provided the first common platform on which various stakeholders were meeting face to face.
4. Local level resolution: Village level stakeholder meetings identified several issues that required resolution at higher levels. While some of these could be resolved at the district level, the rest had to be taken up at the state level. For instance, the problem with delayed payment of salaries was resolved immediately at the state-level multi-stakeholder meeting with the SPMU agreeing a one-month settlement mechanism with the NGO.
7. ACTION PLANNING REPORT (APR)

What is APR?

The findings of the QPA and the multi-stakeholder meetings (MSHM) need to be compiled in a report to the project management for follow-up action. In cases of poor performance, such action can be to seek further information and to initiate corrective action, while good performance can be studied further to extract valuable implementation lessons for the project and its capacity building programme. While the timing of the (APR) is usually pre-determined for one-time applications such as pre-project appraisals, mid-term reviews or impact assessments, it needs to be set for continuous monitoring and evaluation (M&E) applications in projects. 

For continuous monitoring applications of the QIA, the APR should be available to feed into the annual action planning cycle of project communities and project management. In projects with an annual work cycle from April to March, forward planning is usually in January – February. Thus, for instance, a QIA for a sample of 60 project communities completed by say end December will permit results to be available by end January. The QIA can be used at different points of a project-cycle (see Figure 6),
 although it can also be used annually for continuous monitoring as described in the Qualitative Information System (QIS). 

Phasing of QIA over a project management cycle
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Why an APR?
· A more complete picture of the project
· Better indication of the views and concerns of priority stakeholders

· Identification of appropriate strategies and actions

· Realistic understanding of potential obstacles and risks at all levels

· Enhanced public understanding and support for project in future
· Enhanced transparency and accountability between stakeholders

· Improved dialogue and collaboration between stakeholders

· Enhanced stakeholder participation and ownership

8. BRIEF NOTE ON VILLAGE LEVEL SAMPLING
There are many ways in which you can design your sampling scheme for community assessments. One possible design is detailed below.

Assumptions:

1. The project decides to do a survey in only 10% of project villages, because of budget and other resource consideration

2. The survey is repeated in 10% of project villages every year

3. The project is implemented in 2,250 villages over 5 years, but in 3-year batches, starting with 500 villages in year 1, 750 in year 2, and 1000 villages in year 3 

4. The survey is done in 10% of new villages, 10% of ‘old’ or continuing villages, and 10% of completed villages.

The Table below depicts this information:

	
	
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Year 4
	Year 5

	Project
	Batch 1
	500
	500
	500
	
	

	
	Batch 2
	
	750
	750
	750
	

	
	Batch 3
	
	
	1,000
	1,000
	1,000

	
	Total villages
	500
	1,250
	2,250
	1,750
	1,000

	Sample
	10% of new villages
	50
	75
	100
	0
	0

	
	10% of continuing villages
	0
	50
	125
	175
	100

	
	10% of completed villages
	
	
	
	50
	125

	
	Total villages 
	50
	125
	225
	225
	225


DESIGNING QPA FORMATS

QPA formats are the questionnaires used for collecting information from the field and an effective way to reach out to a large number of reviewers to allow statistical analysis of the results. A well designed questionnaire can effectively gather information both on the overall performance of the project and specific components of the project. 

Developing QPA formats should be seen as a multi stage process beginning with definition of the aspects of the project to be examined and ending with interpretation of the results. Every step needs to be designed carefully because the final results are only as good as the weakest link in the questionnaire process. 
The most useful method for designing QPA formats is to develop them with the project staff and the staff assessing the project together in a workshop.
Good QPA format construction is critical to the success of QIA
· Step 1: Having assessment team design QPA formats: If the same team that carries out the assessments is involved in the design of the formats, from the choice of issues to the descriptive ordinal scoring categories themselves, they also feel a sense of ownership over the final formats. Also, the detailed discussions that go into the framing of each scoring option help them to better grasp the purpose behind the each facet of the assessment. But perhaps most importantly, the collective experience of this group of implementers with the ground realities of the project helps incorporate community perspectives that cannot otherwise be brought in to any rapid assessment. 

· Step 2: Taking teams through the analysis: During the initial 2-week training workshop assessment teams are also shown how the individual scores from the assessment will be analysed and presented. This helps to de-mystify data analysis and reinforce the importance of collecting accurate information.

· Step 3: Discussing misleading scoring: The initial training also explicitly discusses the ease with which wrong information can be collected and how this can defeat the very purpose of the assessment. If teams give a score higher than warranted by the actual situation, the community could get less attention in future in terms of project investment and staff time. On the other hand, giving a lower than warranted score could signal inefficient use of project resources used for the community.

· Step 4: Mock interviews: After the first few scoring options are designed, teams work in smaller groups to develop further formats. After these are presented by the individual groups and discussed by the full team, they are tested in mock interviews, with one group playing the role of the ‘community’ and another group doing the assessment. Since the actual assessment is done by groups of 2 persons (ideally one male and one female), the practice division into groups of 2 helps prepare team members for the actual assessment. Also, since this mimicking of possible community reactions to the assessment is done in the local dialect (which is often different from the language in which the training is conducted), this gives the assessment teams some practice for the pre-testing.
· Step 5: Two rounds of pre-testing: The last days of the 2-week workshop are devoted to pre-testing the QPA formats in the field. The first round pre-testing is an initial experience with the methodology and usually generates several changes not only to the formats but the nature of facilitation used by team members. The second round of pre-testing helps the team fine-tune the facilitation skills needed for the actual assessment. Invariably by now teams are impatient to start fieldwork.
9. COLLECTING INFORMATION
Field work to collect information usually requires one to two days per village for the whole survey format to be effectively administered. There should be clarity among the field teams that what information needs to be collected and what method would best suit to gather that particular information for example a focussed group discussion, transect walk, going through the project files available in village and one to one interview. The following steps help while doing field work for collecting information:

STEP 1 Clarify the purpose of the assessment:  A major reason for ‘strategic’ responses by communities is their hope of getting project benefits in the future, either by over-estimating the problems (so that it looks as if more project investment is needed), or by over-estimating impacts (to suggest that they are a ‘good investment’ for the project). Clarifying the purpose of the assessment at the outset helps minimise the risk of ‘strategic’ reporting of ground reality, though it does not eliminate it.
STEP 2 Have the field staff present: During the assessments it is vital for the local field staff, either from the NGO or the project, to be present to verify information and to provide clarifications where needed. During simultaneous assessment of different community groups, the local field staff are asked to circulate so that they assist all groups in turn.
STEP 3 Triangulate from different sources: Since conversations in teashops and at the fringes of on-going discussions are useful means of gathering supplementary information, these are actively encouraged. However, since such information can also be misleading, assessment team members first check this information with local field staff and get a proper perspective on the issue. All the information gathered during the assessment is also presented back to the community (without the scores) to see if the ground realities mentioned by different participatory activities have been captured in proper perspective. This not only gives the village community a chance to verify the information collected during the assessment, but also allows the assessment teams a final opportunity to make corrections and ensure that accurate information has been collected.
STEP 4 Score by peer group: Although the QPA has used self-scoring, later applications switched to scoring by assessment teams with a peer group review. While participatory activities have definite merits, they can hide field reality. Most communities ‘participate’ in anticipation of project benefits, and strategic behaviour is to be expected. Since participatory activities invariably take time, and since many respondents (especially rural women) may not be able to spare the time required for follow-up discussions on just-concluded participatory activities, the final quality control of participatory activities is difficult to achieve practically. Instead, as far as possible, the QPA uses focus group discussions, with the assessment teams well aware that they have to accurately assess the true situation on the ground, score the situation, and defend the scores to a peer group (comprising the full set of assessment teams). This gives assessment teams the time and the opportunity to engage community respondents in active discussion as equals.
STEP 5 Threat of random validation: Teams also need to be aware that the information they collect will be used by the project internally and discrepancies with other (later or prior) information collected from the same communities will reflect badly on their assessment effort. Since the details of each team doing the assessment is recorded in the database, it is easy to trace the root of misinformation. But on the ground, this is not usually perceived by assessment teams as a threat, but as a test of the quality of their work, and has actually helped strengthen their resolve to ‘do a good job’. 
10. DATA ENTRY, ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION

DATA ENTRY
Data entry Immediately after validation, each assessment team sits with a local data entry operator hired for the QIA assessment to enter the scores and the reasons for the scores are entered into a computer database (such as MS ACCESS). The data entry sheets are designed to exactly match the paper formats, in order to minimise the chances of data entry errors. 

· Immediate scoring and de-briefing: All assessment teams are immediately de-briefed since combining even two assessments can cause confusion on recalling details and reasons for scores. When assessments are done at the rate of one day per community, the next morning is spent discussing the scores, followed by data entry.
· User-friendly computer formats: In order to minimise possible data entry errors, the data entry formats are created (using MS ACCESS, MS EXCEL, etc) to be as similar to the paper formats used in the field. 
DATA ANALYSIS
Data analysis The data are analysed using simple statistical tools such as frequency tables to show the number of habitations reporting a particular score. Communities (or municipalities or districts) are classified according to benchmark scores, with those below the benchmark, being identified for further project action. 
· Setting data entry limits: Some extent of data checking takes place during data since maximum and minimum levels (e.g., 0 and 100) can be set automatically for all (ordinal scoring) data entry fields. Thereafter, however, most of the checking has to be done manually. 

· Manual data checking: While it is the external consultant who normally does this, it can also be done internally. 
· Data checking during analysis: In some cases, data discrepancies are detected only during analysis, when unusually high or low frequencies are detected. Specific cases identified should be referred back to the original assessment team for clarification and correction. In some cases, the assessment team has gone back to the original community to verify information.

DATA PRESENTATION
For project management, assessment information is presented either as frequency histograms, pie diagrams or GIS layouts, which are specially designed to focus on core issues (e.g., ‘problem’ villages and ‘OK’ villages. More detail is available on each issue and community in the database. For project communities, the information sharing is only through the discussions at the community meetings during the actual assessment and through subsequent visual depictions (e.g., ‘web’ diagrams), which, along with the new social maps, are given back to the community later. This aspect has to be strengthened further.
· Prior vetting of results: A presentation of draft findings to the assessment team and to the project management has provided an opportunity to examine each finding closely and checks both the analysis and the data used in the analysis. The main corroboration is between the subjective experience of different team members and the aggregate picture put together by the assessment. Usually this has helped to strengthen the reasons for the scores, with related supplementary information being volunteered by project management and operational staff. 

All these precautions are no guarantee, however, that the final picture is an accurate representation of ground reality in these stakeholder communities, but they help minimise possible biases and errors. 

The QPA is thus positioned as part of a system to facilitate the flow of information on ground realities to decision-makers.




























Tips for formulating good QPA formats





Use local staff for the assessments since they would be familiar with the language, project and would be better able to probe issues during the assessment.


To minimise possible biases, staff from another part of the project/ or other local NGOs should be used.


Involve the assessment team in the design of the formats as it gives them a sense of ownership over the final formats.


Take the teams through the result analysis to demystify data analysis and reinforce the importance of collecting accurate information.








Tip for Scoring


Explain to the team that wrong information can lead to misleading results. A higher score than warranted could get less attention in future in terms of project investment and staff time on the other hand lower score would lead to inefficient use of project resources for the community.








TIPS FOR FACILITATORS OF MSHM


Prepare all material well beforehand – Issues from the Individual Stakeholder Meetings & Findings from Data Analysis – and realistic suggestions for change.


Don’t spend too much time on the findings – but focus on suggestions for future change!


Be Positive! The Purpose is not to find fault, but to review and agree on evaluation findings, and then to plan future action together. 


Be careful not to let individual rifts ‘take over’ the meeting – be strict on keeping to issues on the agenda


Be transparent in recording the suggestions


Give all stakeholders a chance to speak and react – at least at the beginning; later, once the ‘mood builds up’, they will feel comfortable to contribute.


Entertain all suggestions – and ask people to explain, if it does not seem clear at first (rather than telling them to ‘shut up and sit down’!)











� To minimise possible biases, however, field staff from the same (NGO, donor or government) project but working in other project areas are used in the assessment to incorporate their experience and familiarity with implementation issues and the sensitivities of the local communities. Involving field staff is a second-best option; given that it is difficult to involve community representatives in the formulation of the QPA assessment formats, although this option is also possible to broaden the ownership of the assessment itself.


� In some sensitive cases, such as pocket voting for hygiene behaviour, it is better to have direct scoring by community men and women.


� Strategic biases is one of many respondent biases that are well-known in methods such as contingent valuation which are household surveys seeking qualitative information based on people’s perceptions (e.g., Mitchell and Carson 1989 and 1995). Special types of respondent biases are to be found in developing country contexts (see, inter alia,  Whittington, 1993, Choe, 1995, James 1997, 1998).


� There is also the issue that repetition of participatory activities (as often happens in participatory projects) can alienate those who have gone through similar exercises before or worse, give them an opportunity to give misleading information. While conducting a QPA in a village in north India, the team was told that a ‘PRA team’ had come earlier and the villagers had had fun by feeding them false information (in Hindi they said ‘Humne unko ullu banadiya’).


� No comparable results from other studies were available, however, to corroborate these findings.


� Interestingly, women in some villages felt drinking had reduced (as a result of the pressure brought to bear by the women), but others felt it had gone up (as a result of the success of project interventions).


� A reliable scoring system yields the same score when a different group repeats the scoring exercise, or if it is done at a different point of time.


� This example has been classified wrongly in James et al. (2002) as an example of an Index of Change (since it does not ascribe a pre-project score of 100) and is actually an example of general ordinal scoring.


� This makes little difference to frequency values since all observations falling within the entire interval are counted (e.g., both 60 & 70 fall within the interval 51 – 75), but makes scoring easier. 


� Only 3 years of a typical 4-year project are given here for paucity of space. 


� The QPA is part of a new qualitative information system (QIS) designed to explicitly connect people’s perceptions with decision-making. For further details see James, Postma and Otte (2003b).
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