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Trade Unions and membership

Occupational health and safety

trade unions

contributors in relation to total labour force

hours of work

No. of trade Number of trade unions within a country or Labour Inspectors per 100,000 employees (or less) —
unions responsible for a selected sector inspectors cross-sector
No. of trade Number of workers who are members of a Occupational Percentage of employees covered by
union members | trade union —e.g. country-wise or sector-wise injury insurance
insurance
cover
Density of Number of active members who are Excessive Percentage of employed who work more than

agreed between employers and unions or the
industries’ average working hours

Collective bargaining

Fatal injury
rate

Numbers of injuries per 100,000 employees
(or less — depending on the size of the sector
and target region)

Collective
bargaining
coverage rates

Ratio of employees actually covered by a
collective agreement to the potential number
who could be covered by the formal provision
of bargaining rights (unadjusted rate)

Gender

Collective
bargaining level

The level at which collective contracts are
negotiated and formally set e.g. at N/S (Nation-
al/ Sectoral level) and/or C (Company/plant
level).

Occupational
segregation by
sex

Percentage of non-agricultural employment in
male-dominated and female-dominated
occupations and index of dissimilarity

Collective
bargaining
coordination

The extent to which pay negotiations are
coordinated across the economy (five levels
are distinguished)

Female shares
in manage-
ment and
administration

Female share of employment in managerial
and administrative occupations (as a
proportion of female share of non-agricultural
employment)

Strikes and lockouts

Female share
in non-agri
wages

Percentage of women in non-agricultural
wage employment

No. of strikes or
lockouts p.a.

Number of strikes/lockouts during a year — e.g.
sector-wise or country-wise

Wage-earning
ratios

Female/male wage or earnings ratio in
selected occupations

No. of working
days lost p.a.

Number of days not worked as the result of
strikes/lockouts per year (e.g. industry-wide)

Employment
rate

Employment rate for women with children
under compulsory school age (as a proportion
of the rate of all women aged 20-49)

No. of workers
in strikes/lock-

Number of workers involved directly and
indirectly in strikes/lockouts per year (e.g.

Social protection

disputes (strikes and lockouts).

outs p.a. sector-wise)
Indices relating to Social Dialogue Public security Public social security expenditure
expenditure (e.g. separate figures for health
services, old-age pensions etc. as a
percentage of GDP)

FACB index The Freedom of Association and Collective Public Public expenditure on needs-based cash
Bargaining index codes and assigns a numerical expenditure income support (percentage of GDP)
value to instances of violations based on the for income
application of measures relating to freedom of support
association.

Voice Measures the protection of collective voice in Average Average monthly pension (percentage of

representation the labour market through independent trade monthly median/minimum earnings)

security index unions and employer associations and other pension
bodies (composed of 13 indicators)

Industrial Examines government regulations on industrial Share of Share of population over 65 years receiving a

(collective) relations through 3 sub-indices: a) collective population pension

relations law bargaining; b) workers’ participation in receiving a

index company management; and c) collective pension

Cooperation in
labour-employ-
er relations
indicator

Opinion on labour-employer relations on a
scale from 1 (confrontational) to 7
(cooperative)

Contribution
to pension
funds

Share of economically active population
contributing to a pension fund

%Taken from Chataignier, Anne: 2005
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Measurability problem (I1): Quantifying qualitative information such as preferences

There is no limit to indicators that could be chosen for a monitoring and evaluation system. The i
ndicators mentioned in Box 4 above will often be hard to measure for local/rural economies or partic-
ular sectors — also given the lack of data and record-keeping of government agencies in developing
countries.

Multiple choice questions, however, offer an easy way to quantify qualitative indicators such as the
perceptions and preferences of the target group, as the following example shows:

Question No. of people that No. of people that
answered “yes” answered “no”
Do you feel that the
government is aware of 6 14
your needs?
Conclusion: “70 percent of the farmers interviewed said that they
felt the government was not sufficiently aware of their needs”

This can then be entered as one indicator into Table 2 above, putting 70% into the baseline column
and asking farmers the same question again after a certain period of implementation (monitoring
outcomes, Section 2.2). Decent Work indicators in particular can be tested this way — e.g. “Do you
perceive your working environment as comfortable?” These examples show that there is in fact no
limit to indicators from which a project manager can choose — she/he just needs to choose them
wisely.®
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$'Further information on how to choose the right indicators, is also provided by The Springfield Centre, 2007.
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Data collection methods and scale of survey (means of verification). Once the project manager and
her/his team have decided which indicators to monitor, they also need to decide on which methods
to use to collect the relevant data and information and on what scale this should be done. It is very
important at this point that the manager bear in mind the resources that are available to him/her.
He/she must also remember that these surveys need to be carried out periodically — e.g. every three
months. Data and information collection for monitoring and evaluation therefore needs to fulfil three
criteria; it needs to be:

1. cost-effective,
2. simple, and
3. quick.

Interviews: in order to provide quantitative information, the project team will have to conduct several
interviews and/or focus group discussions with the target group (so that a conclusion such as “3 out
of 15 farmers (20 percent) said that...” can be made). Since the outcome of this survey will, howev-
er, also generate a lot of information on qualitative indicators, short question guidelines need to be
prepared in order to ensure that all interviewees are asked the same questions. Interviews require
that the project team carry out field visits, spending perhaps two to three days in the target region.

Focus group discussions are useful for gathering qualitative information; for example, for finding out
more about the group dynamics and perceptions of the target group. Value chain steering groups, by
the way, can also be a very useful means of verification: members can be periodically asked to
assess the progress of interventions according to the indicators selected. The group thereby also acts
as a control group.

Box 6.4 : Focus Group Discussions

A focus group is not a group interview where a moderator asks the group questions and partici-
pants individually provide answers. The focus group relies on group discussion and is especially
successful where the participants are able to talk to each other about the topic of interest. This is
important as it gives the participants the opportunity to agree or disagree with each other. It can
provide insight into what a group thinks about an issue, the range of opinions and ideas, and the
inconsistencies and variation that exist in a particular community in terms of beliefs, experiences
and practices.
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As mentioned before, keep it short and easy. It is not helpful to design long questionnaires that take
time and resources to evaluate and will be difficult to repeat periodically. The project team needs to
focus on a few chosen indicators (step 2) and ask questions that help to fill in the information into
the M&E system (Table 2).

The method of data collection (means of verification) is entered into column 4 of Table 2 above. For
example: “interviews with 15 randomly selected farmers every three months; semi-structured inter-
view”’; or “2 focus group discussions with selected farmers (control group) every 3 months”; or a
combination of both...

Bearing in mind the above, the findings of the baseline survey are then entered into the respective
column of Table 2. An additional summary report can provide further details and is also a good
source of information for the evaluators who will later be assessing the impact of a project.

6.2 Monitoring implementation

Definition of monitoring: current routine assessment

Monitoring is the routine collection and analysis of information to enable the assessment of a pro-
ject’s progress in the course of implementation (i.e. it is current).82 Monitoring looks continuously
at output as well as outcome indicators to enable informed decisions that keep the project “on
track” in terms of output and outcome targets. A manager can make strategic corrections when he
realizes that interventions are going the wrong way.

As a management tool, monitoring should focus on two sets of indicators: 1) see whether planned
outputs are achieved, and 2) whether the implementation is strategically on track towards its devel-

opment objectives (outcomes). Monitoring can therefore be structured along these lines, as
described below.

“The Springfield Centre, 2007.
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6.2.1 Monitoring outputs and the implementation activities involved

Outputs are products, goods & services that an intervention produces

As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, outputs are the products, goods and services
which result from a development intervention. They are the services or products the project is
responsible for delivering — together with other local and development partners. A project manager
has to see that the activities which are needed to produce a specific output are carried out within a
given framework (time and resources), and that they lead to the desired result — the output. This is
what is meant by ‘monitoring outputs and their implementation activities’.

Monitoring outputs: what actually happened

Monitoring of outputs and activities is done continuously — i.e. as soon as a certain activity is car-
ried out, it is entered into the M&E system. This is in fact like keeping a diary: tracking activities
over a certain period of time until they lead to the desired result. This is particularly useful for the
evaluation of a project later on, in that evaluators can then better understand what actually hap-
pened in order to implement interventions. The ILO BDS project in Zambia has designed a very
simple format for this purpose, which is part of its M&E system:

Table 6.4: Continuous monitoring of activities and outcomes

Intervention Output target (incl. Date Persons/organizations Brief description of Report Results and next

start and end date) involved activity available steps
Yes No

Intervention 1

Final output

Type of output (specify) completed by (date) Availability Remarks

How to use Table 6.4:
Although the table is fairly self-explanatory, here a short description of how to use it:

< ‘Intervention’ and ‘output target’ columns copied from intervention framework

= Intervention (column 1): the information for this can be copied from the intervention framework —
see Table 1 in Section 1.1. Note that this does not refer to ‘Intervention Area’ or specific
‘Activities’.

= Qutput target (column 2): this can also be copied from the intervention framework, and describes
the type of product that is expected as the result of several activities. Since projects often con-
tract consultants or partner organizations, this column may also include information about the
start and end date of such an assignment.
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Using the monitoring table as a diary for activities

Once columns 1 and 2 have been filled out, activities are entered into the next columns and rows as
they are implemented — i.e. continuously. As soon as one activity is completed, it is entered into the
open space. This can be done either by the project manager him/herself, or by the team member
responsible for the implementation of this particular intervention.

- Date: enter the date on which the activity took place.

= Persons/organizations involved: enter the persons involved in this particular activity and the names
of their respective organizations; perhaps also indicate who was responsible for that activity.

= Brief description of activity: what was this activity about? For example: “Meeting with minister of
livestock development to discuss...”

- Report available: if a meeting was important, most probably minutes have been taken; or a report
on a conducted workshop is available; a survey document; etc. If further reports are available for
a specific activity, it needs to be ensured that they are also filed systematically for later review.

= Results and next steps: what is the result of that particular activity? What decisions were taken at
the meeting? What will happen next? Other conclusions? This column indicates whether the
activities will eventually lead to the desired output.

Once the desired output has been achieved, the project manager (or team member) is given some
space below to describe the output — i.e. what type of output (e.g. ‘a training manual and 5 training
sessions’)? When was the output completed? From whom will it be available in future (or: who will
be further responsible)?

Tracking activities helps to relate changes to specific activities (project ownership)

The combination of a diary (i.e. tracking of outputs and their activities) and the monitoring of out-
come indicators (Section 1.3 and 2.2) gives the project a powerful tool that will enable it to relate
changes more specifically to certain activities.

6.2.2 Monitoring outcomes (first signs of impact)

Definition of outcomes: short to medium-term effects of interventions

Outcomes have been described as the likely or achieved short and medium-term effects of an inter-
vention’s outputs. Outcomes serve the achievement of the project’s long-term development
objectives (impact), for example more jobs and higher incomes. ‘Monitoring these outcomes’ means
keeping track of changes which are brought about by a certain intervention, and by doing so, being
able later on to draw a line between intervention, outcome and impact.

Progress is monitored against baseline data

The basis for monitoring outcomes is set with the baseline survey, as described in Section 1.3. This
means that the numerical variations in the previously selected indicators are recorded periodically
(i.e. monthly, quarterly, half-yearly or annually) and are observed over the entire intervention period
within the geographic boundaries of the target region. This shows how important it is to choose the
right indicators from the beginning; they cannot be changed afterwards.
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To monitor the change of indicators compared to the baseline — or the previous period, the project
team again will have to spend 2-3 days in the field collecting relevant information from the target
stakeholders. The same questions are asked as in the previous period to see whether changes have
taken place. The extent of the survey should be limited, selecting only a small sample from the tar-
get group within a certain area.

The findings of the monitoring survey are again entered by the project manager or a team member
into one of the ‘period’ columns in Table 2 (Section 1.3) above. It is recommended that information
be kept as brief as possible so as to maintain the overview nature of the format. Further and more
detailed information on findings can be provided in a separate short survey report.

Box 6.6: Hypothetical example

Indicator Jan 2008 April 2008 July 2008 October 2008 Jan 2009

(baseline)

Farmers awareness and use of new
sources of technical information 10% 12% 18% 35% 61%
(Variation 1)

Farmers awareness and use of new
sources of technical information 10% 11.5% 10.4% 10.8% 11.0%
(Variation 2)

Farmers awareness and use of new
sources of technical information 10% 9.8% 9.2% 8.5% 7.7%
(Variation 3)

Example: Using monitoring as a management tool

To illustrate the benefit of outcome monitoring, consider the example above: A project has devel-
oped a training and information package for local supply retailers who sell various inputs (fertilizers,
seeds, pesticides, tools, machines, etc.) to farmers. The purpose is to improve the availability of the
knowledge and information provided for farmers by delivering better input retailer customer servic-
es. The project is monitoring, whether farmers are now becoming aware of this new source of
information (the indicator: awareness).®

Outcome monitoring allows early learning and correction of mistakes
Three possible variations have been considered in the table above, which pose different strategic
options to the project manager:

e \Variation 1: awareness in this example is increasing almost exponentially. There is therefore no
need for the manager to correct the direction of the intervention. It is successful.

%A question like “Are you aware of the new information services provided by local supply retailers?”” could be asked — depending
on where exactly the intervention took place. The percentage of “yes” answers is then entered into the table.



Monitoring & evaluation for value chain development

= \Variation 2: after an implementation period of 6 months (‘July 2008") there is still no progress to
be seen. There can be various reasons — for example: a) the supply retailers are not implement-
ing their new skills; b) there is no marketing or publicity for the new services; c) the contents of
the training might not have met the target beneficiaries’ needs; etc. Whatever the reasons, the
manager needs to find them out and take corrective measures.

- Variation 3: awareness is not only stagnating, but it is even declining. The reason could be that
the intervention has lead to market distortions — e.g. it has driven other sources of information
out of the market but has replaced them with an inadequate source. This requires immediate
action by the project manager.

6.2.3 Sustainability check

Assessing the sustainability of interventions
Although there are many indicators for assessing whether an intervention has been sustainable or
not, the ILO BDS project in Zambia has concluded that in fact only three really matter:

Can others replicate the outputs?

= Replication (technological and environmental factors): can other stakeholders use the outputs
delivered by the project, or is access limited to only a few organizations? And can stakeholders
further develop the outputs by themselves? In this context, a project manager should also think
about whether his learning experiences with the intervention and outputs are available to other
development partners and organizations — not only within his own region/country.

Who is responsible? Who pays?

= Local ownership (partner country priorities, level of participation, consideration of local institutional
and cultural factors, and exit strategy): have local organizations and partners taken responsibility
for an intervention? And will they continue after the project has expired? Has the project man-
aged to keep out of the core business, or has it taken over market functions in the value chain?

Sustainability check as part of a M&E system

- Management, organization and financial sustainability: is the solution commercially viable or will
stakeholders always depend on outside donors? Who exactly pays for the intervention? Have local
resources been mobilized to ensure long-term sustainability?

Table 2 (outcome monitoring, as shown in Section 1.3) of the M&E system developed by the BDS
project includes some space that allows the project manager to assess the sustainability of an inter-
vention by using the above criteria. Although they come at the end of the table, they are actually
meant as guiding questions throughout the implementation of an intervention: who does it? Who is
paying? Can others also make use of it? The space below the questions gives the manager an oppor-
tunity to provide some information for evaluators.
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6.3 Evaluating VC outcomes and impact®

Definition of evaluation: retrospective assess-ment of interventions

Evaluation is the assessment of a project’s performance conducted after a period of implementation
(i.e. it is retrospective).® The monitoring of outputs and outcomes supports the evaluation of a proj-
ect and provides useful information for the evaluators. Evaluation often is not done by the project
manager, but by an external organization (sometimes directly contracted by the donor or head
office).

Intervention reports: focus on immediate outcomes

Evaluation can be done after a relatively short period of time (e.g. after one year) through small
intervention reports. They therefore focus more on short to medium-term outcomes, rather than long-
term impacts which often cannot be measured within the project’s limited time frame and are
usually dealt with in more detailed impact assessments (see Box 8 for further references).
Intervention reports are ideally written by an external consultant but can also be done by a team
member, who has the advantage that she/he does not need to gather background information on the
project first.

The ILO Enter-Growth project in Sri Lanka adopted a very simple and easy-to-read format for inter-
vention reports that it adapted from a multi-donor project in Bangladesh.®® The structure is
standardized, which also makes it easier for local stakeholders to follow the projects’ activities
(transparency!). The reports usually do not consist of more than eight pages — long study reports are
read only by a small audience; short and easy-to-read reports also arouse a great deal of interest
amongst local target stakeholders. Once finished — it takes about 2 to 3 weeks altogether — the
reports are published on the project’s website.

Structure of intervention reports
The structure of the intervention reports is simple, and you will notice that the M&E system
described in this chapter already covers a lot of information required:

Background

1. Background: provides some basic information and data about the target-sector (e.g. significance
regarding income and employment contribution); describes shortly why the sector has been
selected®’; and gives a summary of the main problems.

“IFAD has a good M&E guide that can also be applied to VCD projects to a lar ge extent:
http://www.ifad.org/evaluation/guide/index.htm

%The Springfield Centre, 2007.
*Developed by The Springfield Centre

¥The Enter-Growth uses three ‘Pro-Poor growth’ criteria for selection: a) Is the sector pro-poor? b) Pro-poor growth potential, ¢)
Intervention potential (resources, feasibility, objectives, etc.).
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Action and plan

2.

Project action and plan: this chapter describes the project’s intervention strategy and how it got to
this strategy; the projects’ approach towards the development issue can be mentioned; and a
summary of proposals and interventions should be given.

Activities for implementation

3.

What actually happened: This chapter is about the activities that have taken place to implement
certain interventions. It should not only focus on the projects’ own activities, but also on what
local stakeholders and partners have done as a result of the projects’ intervention. Table 3
(Section 2.1), where the project manager has tracked all of the important outputs and their rele-
vant activities, will provide useful information for this chapter.

Outcomes

4.

First signs of impact (outcomes): the intervention report is written after a relatively short time. It is
therefore unlikely that interventions have already achieved wider impact (e.g. more jobs and
higher incomes). However, it should be possible to observe some outcomes that result from an
intervention; these are described in this chapter. Information can be taken from Table 2 - in
addition, a local facilitator/consultant can also be asked to conduct a couple of interviews to
gather more qualitative information.

Learning experiences

5.

Learning, conclusion and next steps: what has the project learnt from this intervention? What will
it do differently next time? What can it recommend to other development partners? What will
happen next? The intervention report is supposed to be a useful document. It should therefore
not only describe success stories, but also look at things that went wrong and that provide a use-
ful lesson for future interventions.
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6.4 Further reading

This chapter has described how monitoring and evaluation can be implemented in a simple and
cost effective way that does not take up much of the project manager’s time. Readers who wish to
further develop their knowledge, or who wish to obtain further details are recommended to look at

the following literature:

Further reading on indicators, monitoring, evaluation and impact assessment

Decent Work Country Programmes: www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/program/dwcp

Anker, Richard et al. (2002): Measuring Decent Work with statistical indicators, International
Labour Office, Policy Integration Department, Working Paper No.2, Geneva.

Chataignier, Anne (2005): Statistical indicators relating to Social Dialogue — A compilation of
multiple country databases, International Labour Office, Policy Integration Department,
Working Paper No.56, Geneva.

Cuyvers, Ludo and Van den Bulcke, Daniel (2005): The quantification of respect for core labour
standards — towards a social development index?, International Labour Office, Policy
Integration Department, Working Paper No.71, Geneva.

DFID/SDC (2008): The M4P operational guide, available from www.m4pnetwork.org —
see section 3E.

ILO (2005): A Handbook for Planning Impact Assessment, EMP/ENTERPRISE, Geneva.
ILO (2006): Evaluation Guidance - Planning and managing project evaluations

ILO (2006): From pilot to Decent Work pilot programme — lessons from the Decent Work pilot
programme, Policy Integration Department, Geneva.

Kenworthy, Lane and Kittel, Bernhard (2003): Indicators of Social Dialogue — concepts and
measurement, International Labour Office, Policy Integration Department, Working Paper
No.5, Geneva.

Mujeri, Mustafa K. (2004): Bangladesh Decent Work statistical indicators — a fact-finding study,
International Labour Office, Geneva.

Oldsmann and Hallberg (undated): Framework for evaluating the impact of small enterprise
initiatives, World Bank, Washington D.C.

SIDA (2004): Looking back, moving forward — SIDA evaluation manual, Stockholm

Springer-Heinze, Andreas (2007): ValueLinks Manual — The methodology of value chain
promotion, German Technical Cooperation Agency (GTZ), first edition, Eschborn (Germany).
Available from www.value-links.org — see especially the following modules:

O Module 11: Monitoring and managing impact

The Springfield Centre (2007): Making Markets Work, Assessing market level change,
Durham (UK).

Zarka-Martres, Monique and Guichard-Kelly, Monique (2005): Decent Work, standards and
indicators, International Labour Office, Policy Integration Department, Working Paper No.58,
Geneva.
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