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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

The Supporting Inclusive Growth (SIG) Program was initiated in April 2011 and runs through 

2016.  Building on some of the results and lines of activity of three previous IDRC programs, 

Globalization, Growth and Poverty (GGP), Women’s Rights and Citizenship (WRC) and 

Information and Communications Technologies for Development (ICT4D), the purpose of the 

SIG program is to support research that provides a better understanding of how policy can 

promote growth and inclusion simultaneously. The core of the SIG program clusters around 

two foci -- enterprise development and employment opportunities -- with gender being a 

cross-cutting theme. During the period April 2011-July 2014, SIG supported 120 projects1 in 50 

countries, which varied significantly in size, ranging from small amounts of seed funding or 

core grants up to CAD 3 million for the Partnership for Economic Policy (PEP) (Annexe B). A 

wide variety of support modalities were used, from core/network grants to single country 

grants to multi-country grants (both regional and cross-regional).2       

IDRC’s Policy, Strategy and Evaluation Division (PSED) commissioned an external review of SIG 

in August 2014, approximately three-fifths of the way through the life of the program. The 

external review panel (ERP) was asked to judge the performance of the program in terms of:  

i) The extent to which the implementation of the program was cohesive, effective 
and appropriate in respect to choices made and priorities set relative to the 
prospectus, and strategic lessons drawn from experience; 

ii) The quality of research supported, given the methodological and scientific 
standards in the research area, the context and intended purpose of the research, 
and the potential for application to policy and practice; 

iii) The extent to which program outcomes were relevant and significant, taking into 
account the nature of the field, the maturity of the program, the financial and 
human resources available, and the research priorities and challenges in the 
context in which the program worked; 

iv) Key issues for the Board of Governors in terms of niche, relevance and gaps in 
outcomes, locus of problems, issues, if any, for future programming and emerging 
questions. 
 

2. METHODOLOGY 
The evaluation was conducted by three experts with complementary expertise and 

experience3 (short biographies of ERP members are presented in Annexe D). The evaluation 

process was structured on an evaluation matrix (Annexe E) and the RQ+ methodology for 

assessing research quality, and focused on a sample of 27 projects implemented by SIG that 

could provide the most information on evaluating the results of the program with respect to all 

four questions of the review. The dashboard information and consultations with SIG 

management and staff were the basis for selecting the purposive sample. The list of sample 

projects is provided in Annex F. The projects span the thematic foci of SIG and are located in all 

                                    
1 Some of these projects were approved prior to  SIG. 
2 Annexe C shows the structure of the SIG program, and its overall location within IDRC 
program areas. Note that the SIG program structure also includes pre-SIG projects that were 
active in the prospectus period.  
3 Ably supported by Magda Barrera. 
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the major regions of SIG activity – Middle East and North Africa, Sub-Saharan Africa, Latin 

America and the Caribbean, and Asia as well as those that are cross-regional.  

Of the 27 projects selected for the evaluation, 18 are closed projects -- projects that had been 

completed by September 2014 (the start of the evaluation process) and for which research 

outputs were available for the ERP’s assessment of research quality.  Half of the 18 projects 

were approved during the preparation of the SIG program (5) or just after the formal start of 

the program (4) while the other half, although approved earlier, were incorporated into the 

SIG program and administered by SIG staff.4  In addition to the eighteen closed projects, the 

ERP evaluated six projects that were approved over the period 2011-2013 to assess the 

coherence and appropriateness of the evolution of the program during the prospectus period 

even though final outcomes had not yet been realized in most cases.5 Finally, the ERP 

evaluated three particularly large investments also approved between 2011 and 2013 and 

purposefully selected to assess developments with respect to capacity building, partnerships 

and gender -- two large network grants that SIG awarded during its prospectus period 

primarily for capacity development, the Policy Analysis for Growth and Employment project 

awarded to PEP (CAD 2.9 million) and the Nouveau Programme de Troisième Cycle 

Interuniversitaire (CAD 2 million), and the Growth and Economic Opportunities for Women 

(GrOW) research program (CAD 17 million), a specific initiative of SIG to support research on 

women’s economic empowerment, in association with DFID and the Hewlett Foundation6.  

The ERP conducted desk-based reviews of project documentation (including a sample of 

research outputs) and conducted interviews of the Program Officers (POs) responsible for 

these projects as well as the lead Southern researchers (SRs) of the projects (see Annexe H for 

a list of POs and SRs interviewed, and Annexe I for the semi-structured questionnaires used for 

the interviews with POs and SRs).7  

The ERP also set out to check the cost-effectiveness of major outputs such as conferences, 

data collection, and research papers by comparing cost per output with standards based on 

experience elsewhere.  This effort ran into two hurdles.  First, IDRC financial data follow 

normal accounting practices and as a consequence are not presented in a form that allows the 

extraction of information on costs per unit of output.  Second, it proved difficult to obtain 

appropriate standards from the literature for comparison with IDRC costs.  Nevertheless, some 

information was collected and the ERP was able to compare total outputs against total costs 

keeping in mind the limited evidence on cost per unit output obtained from the literature (see 

Annexe J on how cost-effectiveness was assessed).   

                                    
4 As Figures 1 and 2 in Annexe G show, the regional distribution of the closed projects is not 
very different from the regional distribution of the population of SIG projects. 
5 One of these projects was approved in 2011, two in 2012 and three in 2013. These projects 
were equally balanced between LAC, MENA/SSA and Asia. 
6 Annexe F provides further details of the projects, by category: category A- closed research 
projects (18 in number), category B- ongoing research projects (6 in number); category C – 
ongoing mega-projects – PAGE, PCTI and GrOW (3 in number). 
7 In addition, the ERP conducted desk-based reviews of all program level documentation such 
as minutes of SIG annual meetings to assess the appropriateness of choices taken and 
strategies adopted by the SIG program team. 
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The ERP also conducted three online surveys. The first of these was with the lead Southern 

researchers for the 18 closed projects (see Annexe I for the survey instruments). The second 

was with Southern policy-makers identified from project documents and in discussion with the 

lead researchers and Program Officers responsible for those 18 projects and designed to assess 

the outcome of the projects with respect to policy influence.  The evaluation matrix (Annexe E) 

was the source for the questions in the surveys and interviews. Finally, an online survey was 

undertaken with 23 key representatives of the development community (with a response rate 

of 54%) – multilateral and bilateral organizations and world-leading scholars with expertise in 

areas of research covered in SIG– to determine their views on the relevance, significance and 

quality of the SIG research (the data from the last two surveys is summarized in Annexe L, and 

the answers from Southern researchers are available on request). Last but not least, the Panel 

reviewed and used as an input the Final Prospectus Report (FPR). All these sources were 

combined and triangulated, including the expert opinion of the reviewers. 

 

3.   IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROSPECTUS 

The external review panel considers that the implementation of the two thematic foci set out 

in the SIG Prospectus was acceptable.  

 Appropriate strategic choices 

 Gap between overarching question and two main themes 

 Insufficient systematization across and within projects 

 Progressive improvement in the overall  implementation of the program 

 

The overarching question addressed by the SIG program is “what policies can promote growth 

and inclusion simultaneously”.8 The strategic choices made around the two underlying 

thematic foci -- enterprise development, entrepreneurship and innovation, and facilitating 

growth with decent jobs --   were appropriate. The first capitalizes on work done on the Global 

Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) with support from IDRC and sheds light on one of the 

sources of growth, while the second could make valuable contributions on the quality of jobs 

generated.  However, growth through enterprise development does not necessarily promote 

inclusion, and decent jobs may not be conducive to growth. In this sense, there is a gap (a 

décalage) between the overarching question and the two themes. The themes were addressed 

but frequently without the perspective of “inclusive growth”.9  

For example, the project on the enforcement of minimum wage laws (for South Africa, Costa 

Rica and Argentina)  addresses one of the dimensions of  decent jobs but  the extent to which  

the enforcement of minimum wage laws can also promote growth has not been addressed 

(particularly the effects on investment and the medium and long term effects on labor 

                                    
8 To answer this question the Panel draw on its review of 18 closed projects, 6 ongoing 
projects, 3 mega grants, the FPR, the interviews with project leaders and Pos and the Panel’s 
expert opinion. 
9 This gap is also present in the SIG FPR, which although it makes several references to 
“inclusive growth”, most of the evidence from SIG projects presented in that document 
correspond either to inclusiveness or growth but not to inclusive growth.  
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demand).  On the other hand, the project on innovation and competitiveness in Latin America 

made an important contribution to the growth theme, but without shedding light on inclusion. 

In the first example inclusion may be promoted without promoting growth and in the second 

case the opposite result (growth promotion without inclusion) could occur. Neither project 

shows that the policies are simultaneously promoting growth and inclusion.  

Furthermore, since the launch of SIG, several organizations, like the World Bank, the Asian 

Development Bank, the African Development Bank and IFAD, became active in the “inclusive 

growth” field.  This created opportunities for partnerships, some of which were seized (for 

example, with the Inter-American Development Bank). The partnerships allowed SIG to 

leverage resources and to facilitate access to policy-makers. But there have been projects, 

such as Promoting innovation in the services sector: towards productivity and competitiveness, 

in which those positive effects were achieved at the expense of diluting the focus of the 

strategy, following more the agenda of the partners than SIG’s agenda (e.g., instead of 

focusing on the job creation opportunities generated by innovation in services, the emphasis 

was placed on the effect on competitiveness, which links to growth but not necessarily to the 

“simultaneous promotion” of inclusion). 

Gender was a cross-cutting theme of the Prospectus, and there were attempts made by SIG to 

include a clear focus on gender in the PADs of the projects initiated in the Prospectus period. 

An important initiative in this regard was the Growth and Women’s Economic Empowerment 

(GrOW) research program, a joint partnership between IDRC, DFID and the Hewlett 

Foundation, with a total budget of 17 CAD million (with SIG’s contribution being CAD 4 

million), launched in 2013. GrOW is an important milestone in the evolution of SIG as it 

provides an example of SIG scaling up the size of its portfolio by partnering with donor 

organizations and philanthropic foundations, as well as mounting a targeted well-resourced 

research program on the relationship between women’s economic empowerment and growth 

that has the potential to be field-setting. However, GrOW also provides a challenge to SIG in 

that it adopts a different modality of funding than other projects in SIG’s portfolio, with 

projects selected on the basis of a global competition that is open to both Northern and 

Southern research institutions. Such a modality of funding, while having the potential to make 

a significant contribution to knowledge with the involvement of high quality Northern lead 

researchers in partnership with Southern researchers, may also lead to a weakening of the 

long-term relationships that IDRC has built over successive programs with Southern research 

institutions. 

In addition to the specific modality adopted in GrOW, SIG has supported research through a 

variety of other modalities, such as single country projects, multi-country regional projects and 

multi-country cross-regional projects. The choices that SIG made in the use of these different 

modalities in specific projects was appropriate to the objectives of the individual projects and 

the target policy audiences for the projects (for example, the target policy audience for the 

project The Global Financial Crisis and Vulnerability in Cambodia was primarily national, while 

in the case of the project Intergenerational Transfers, Aging and Social Protection in Asia, a 

multi-country regional project, the intention was to highlight the impact of demographic 

change in the Asia-Pacific region to regional agencies such as the Asian Development Bank as 

well as to national governments).  However, a weakness in the implementation of the strategy 
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is that there has been a fragmentation of resources, with multiple initiatives not only leading 

to projects on different themes but also to a diversification within the projects, with very 

limited systematization across projects (e.g., in the case of projects on entrepreneurship) and 

within projects (e.g. the project Enterprise Performance in Asia: Using Firm-Level Data for 

Policy-Making, where there was not enough effort to bring together a set of synthesis findings 

of the individual papers).  The FPR attempted to weave together different strands of  SIG  

work, but what is needed is  to undertake thematic reviews drawing lessons from the projects 

and showing what actually has been learned in terms of achieving growth and inclusion 

simultaneously. Given that SIG still has time left for its implementation, it faces the challenge, 

and has the opportunity, to make significant progress in drawing lessons from the experience 

of its implementation, making SIG’s work more visible and enhancing its contribution to 

development.  

Other issues were handled well.  For example, the prioritization required following the budget 

reduction experienced by IDRC during SIG’s implementation was adequately made by 

discontinuing the support to green growth and to competition projects, thus allowing SIG to 

focus more on its priorities.  

Moreover, the SIG strategy, as formulated in the initial Program Prospectus, evolved during 

implementation, as the team adapted to the changing context.  For the analysis of the 

implementation of the strategy, therefore, it is useful to distinguish three phases on the basis 

of the approval date of the twenty-four closed and ongoing projects that the ERP assessed:  

1) Nine projects approved before preparation of the SIG program was underway (SIG 1).  This 

group of projects is a heterogeneous set, with some corresponding well to SIG’s orientation 

while others barely correspond to the program’s orientation but were included under the SIG 

umbrella for practical reasons.   

 2) Nine projects approved just prior to April 1 (5) or shortly after the formal initiation of SIG 

(4) and for which there were already outputs by September 15th, 2014 (SIG 2).  This group 

comprises at least one project that was not within SIG’s thematic area but that also for 

practical reasons was included within SIG.10  The remainder were either selected by the SIG 

team or influenced by them through the intervention of Program Officers both in the design of 

those projects and in the conceptualization of SIG, and their involvement in the projects during 

their implementation     

3) Six projects approved after April 1 for most of which there were no outputs by September 

15th, 2014 (SIG 3). 11  This group includes projects that address key SIG priorities as is evident 

even from their titles -- Better jobs for Central American Women: Labor Market Dynamics in 

Nicaragua and El Salvador and Growth and Economic Opportunities for Women.  

                                    
10 It should be noted that the Prospectus included a provision of 10% being outside the 
Prospectus focus. 
11 Exceptions are Entrepreneurs' networking in the Middle East and North Africa and Enterprise 
Performance in Asia: Using Firm-Level Data for Policy-Making which already had selected 
outputs in published journals. 
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A full assessment of the quality of research in SIG 1 and 2 covering the sample of 18 closed 

projects will be presented in the next section.  Here we focus specifically on the progress on 

the implementation of the SIG prospectus, including the evolution of program outcomes.  The 

overall quality of the research has improved from the first stage of SIG to the second, 

especially with respect to research integrity and the accessibility of the results (see Table K4 in 

Annexe K). This suggests that in the implementation period of the SIG prospectus, projects 

were selected that were stronger in methodological rigor and in research uptake strategies.   

The one exception is with respect to gender.  Steps have been taken however to rectify this in 

SIG 3 at least based on topic selection since few outputs are available for this group,as well as 

through the large and ambitious investment in the GrOW research program.  Further, in Stage 

3 of SIG, projects were selected with a tighter fit to SIG objectives. In addition, there were 

attempts made in the large network grants – PAGE and PCTI – to more clearly align the 

research themes of the projects undertaken in these networks with SIG thematic priorities.12 It 

is this progressive improvement in the overall performance of the program as well as the 

closer alignment of the projects in Stage 3 with SIG objectives as the team’s control over the 

portfolio increased that leads to the assessment that implementation with respect to the two 

thematic foci has been acceptable.13      

4.      QUALITY OF THE RESEARCH 

The external review panel assesses the research quality as acceptable 

To evaluate the quality of the research, the ERP used the RQ+ instrument developed by the 

PSED division14 in IDRC on 18 closed research projects.  The RQ+ instrument is a combination of 

output and project file review, supplemented by external data collection.15 The RQ+ is based 

on the premise that a credible, balanced and comprehensive assessment of the quality of 

research for development requires the consideration of elements beyond research outputs 

only, or the use of conventional metrics. These additional elements include important aspects 

of the research related to design, execution and the communication of findings to research 

users. The RQ+ assessment framework encompasses three components: a) Key Influences that 

have significant potential to affect the quality of research for development. These need to be 

taken into account as part of the assessment; b) Dimensions and Sub-dimensions that 

characterize research quality and research effectiveness, as relevant in the context of IDRC-

funded research for development; and c) Ratings on a scale defined by rubrics to indicate the 

                                    
12 For example, in 2014, 6 sets of policy issues were identified by the PAGE policy group for the 
third and final call for proposals for funding. All but one of these six issues were related to the 
thematic priorities of SIG: ‘enhancing enterprise development, entrepreneurship and 
innovation’ and ‘facilitating growth with jobs’. There was also a strong focus on gender in the 
final call for proposals, as well as in the projects funded in earlier calls. 
13 This finding remains the same if the five projects in SIG 2 that were approved near the start 
date of the SIG program are reclassified as being in SIG 1. 
14 Although this instrument was not embedded in program planning and monitoring, the 
dimensions used to assess research quality were known by SIG staff. 
15 The three surveys mentioned in Section 2 were important sources of external data for the 
RQ+. Annexe L summarizes the responses from policy-makers and development community 
members. The answers from lead Southern researchers are available on request. 
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level at which a project performs per dimension or sub-dimension.16   In this section, the key 

dimensions of quality are considered first, followed by an assessment of overall research 

quality and then an assessment of the contextual factors possibly influencing the results 

(detailed results are provided in Annexe K, Tables K1, K2 and K3).   

Key Dimensions of Quality 

Research Integrity:  The methodological standards in the design and execution of the research 

were met (an average score of 5.3 for the 18 projects on a scale of 0 to 8 – Table K1 in Annexe 

K17). However, there was wide variation in the methodological soundness of the research, 

ranging from unacceptable to very good. Where the methodological standards were 

unacceptable (2 projects), no research output was actually produced or there was significant 

weakness in the methodology. Where the methodological standards were very good, the 

research adopted a rigorous theoretical approach applying it to different country contexts as in 

the project Asymmetric Demography and Global Financial Governance (the output of this 

project is to be published as a monograph by a leading academic publisher).  

Research Legitimacy:  Performance across the various components of research legitimacy 

varied.  Gender-responsiveness was the least satisfactory dimension for the 18 closed projects 

of the sample.  The issue was not relevant for two of the projects, but for the remaining 

sixteen, there was a less than acceptable consideration of gender issues (an average of 3.7). 

There were several projects where there was not sufficient analysis of gender-disaggregated 

data or inadequate effort in addressing relevant issues on gender even when it was feasible 

and relatively straightforward.  Engagement with local knowledge, on the other hand, was 

much better (an average score of 5.6).  Local context and engagement were a focus in the 

majority of projects, with appropriate identification of research needs and evidence of clear 

engagement with local stakeholders.  Performance with respect to the other two dimensions 

in this category fell in between.  Thus, inclusiveness of vulnerable populations was addressed 

to an acceptable level in the majority of projects for which it was a significant consideration 

(an average score of 4.8), while efforts to address potentially negative consequences were 

judged less than acceptable (an average score of 4.1) in the 14 projects where this was a 

possible concern.  In the remaining four projects in the sample, this dimension was not 

applicable, as these projects used already existent secondary data.   

Research Importance:  Both dimensions of research importance fell in the acceptable/good 

range.  With respect to originality, the majority of 18 closed projects of the sample were 

reasonably ambitious in the generation of new insights and knowledge for theory and practice 

(an average score of 5.1).   And with respect to relevance, there was good evidence that the 

majority of the projects had the potential to address a critical local priority, a key development 

policy or an important emerging area (an average score of 6.6). 

                                    
16 The ratings are from a scale of 1 to 8, where 1/2 is unacceptable and 7/8 is very good. 
17 For a program level review such as this one, the value of averages of dimensions and sub-
dimensions is that they provide an across-the-portfolio picture, rather than focusing on 
individual project performance.  
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Positioning for use:  Efforts to reach policy-makers in an appropriate and timely manner were a 

strength of the SIG program.  Regarding Knowledge Accessibility and Sharing, there was 

evidence in the majority of projects of a significant focus on making research findings 

appropriately available to the policy community, whether at the national, regional or global 

level (an average score of 6.2). For example, in the project on The Global Financial Crisis and 

Vulnerability in Cambodia, national policy-makers were embedded in the research process 

from the beginning, and there is clear evidence of the sharing of the research findings with the 

relevant stakeholders through meetings and conferences. And as far as Timeliness and 

Actionability are concerned, there was evidence that the user environment was reflected on 

and connected to strategies to move the research to policy and practice (average score of 6.1). 

Cost Efficiency:  In addition to the four dimensions of RQ+ discussed above, the evaluation 

panel also attempted to look at cost-efficiency defined as the cost per unit output.  The 

majority of the projects were cost efficient (an average score of 5.9). 

Overall Quality 

The assessment of the overall quality of the research supported by the program is based on 

the four dimensions set out in the RQ+ instrument.18  The overall quality was acceptable (an 

average score of 5.2), with 13 out of 18 projects receiving scores of over 5.0 (Figure 1).  

Figure 1. Distribution of Overall Quality Scores Across Projects                                                   

 

Number of Projects in Each Category Provided in Pie Chart 

                                    
18 The overall quality was calculated as the average of the four key dimensions of research 
quality – research integrity, research legitimacy, research importance and positioning for use 
(with each dimension having equal weight). For research legitimacy, we included only the sub-
dimensions – gender-responsiveness and engagement with local knowledge – as the other 
sub-dimensions were not applicable for the majority of the projects.  
 

2

1

12

3

Unacceptable Less Than Acceptable

Acceptable/Good Very Good
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The panel looked for systematic relationships among the various dimensions and found a 

strong positive correlation between scores on research integrity and positioning for use (the 

correlation coefficients between research integrity and knowledge accessibility and 

timeliness/actionability were 0.74 and 0.79 respectively; see Annexe K, Table K3), suggesting 

that successful projects had similar attributes – these were projects that were both  rigorous in 

methodology and at the same time, had the potential for strong policy impact via effective 

dissemination strategies (conversely, projects that were unsuccessful had weak methodologies 

and insufficient positioning for use). The panel did not observe a significant difference in the 

average quality of projects across support modalities (see Section 3), with successful projects 

(those with scores of 6 and above) found in both single-country and multi-country contexts. 

Contextual Influences 

The panel also looked at several factors that could have influenced the results.  Specifically, we 

considered: 

Maturity of the Research Field:  Around 70 percent of the projects were in emerging or new 

fields of research (Table K3 in Annexe K). For example, in the case of the project Social 

Protection and Labour Market Outcomes of the Youth in South Africa, the study ventured into 

relatively uncharted waters by looking at the labor market consequences of a major 

unconditional transfer program (pensions).  That said, there was no indication that the 

research quality of the sampled projects was significantly impacted by the newness of the area 

being researched. 

Research Capacity Strengthening:  Capacity strengthening was a strong focus for only 6 percent 

of the projects, with 50 percent of the projects having a medium focus on capacity 

strengthening, the remainder having a low focus.19 Given the modest attention to capacity 

building, it is unlikely that the overall quality of research was significantly affected by these 

efforts.    

Risks:  The panel also examined several possible sources of risk.    The majority of projects had 

medium or low risk in the data environment (72 percent).  In most cases, the data environment 

was generally well developed or rich. In the few projects where there was high risk in the data 

environment, such as the project Informality in the South African Informal Funeral Services and 

Microinsurance Markets, data were being collected in contexts which were intrinsically 

difficult, in this case the generation of data from micro-insurance providers in the informal 

sector.   Risks in the research environment were low for 67 percent of the projects, with the 

research environment established and supportive in the majority of projects.  Finally, risks in 

the political environment were low to medium in the majority of projects (83 percent).  In sum, 

it seems unlikely that these risks are significant enough to affect the panel’s assessment of 

overall quality.  

                                    
19 As for the other influences and dimensions, the reviewers used the RQ+ rubrics. Thus, in the 
case of “research capacity strengthening”, what is meant by “strong focus” is that research 
capacity strengthening is an important priority in the project alongside other equally important 
priorities and intentions, whereas “low focus” corresponds to projects for which research 
capacity strengthening is inexistent or is a low priority. 
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The panel checked the correlation between the key influences and the quality of the research, 

both in its overall quality and in its various sub-dimensions, and found no systematic 

relationships. The correlation coefficients between different key influences and research 

integrity, research legitimacy, research importance and positioning for use were in all cases 

weak (Annexe K, Table K3).  

5.    PROGRAM OUTCOMES: RELEVANCE AND SIGNIFICANCE20 

The external review panel rates SIG’s contribution to knowledge as mixed, its achievements 

with respect to capacity building as limited by the modest attention to this objective, and its 

achievements with respect to policy influence as very good. 

Relevance:  For the purposes of this evaluation, “relevance” is understood to mean the degree 

to which the focus of the SIG program is in line with current development concerns and 

priorities.  The overarching theme of the program, supporting inclusive growth, is high on the 

agendas of most development agencies (for example, ADB, IMF, OECD, World Bank) and 

figures prominently in discussions of development worldwide. “Inclusive growth” is defined in 

the Program Prospectus as ‘growth that improves the access of the poor to expanding 

economic opportunities and reduces inequality’.  As noted in Section 3, the research does not 

focus on aggregate measures of growth and inequality but instead looks at two underlying 

building blocks – decent jobs and enterprise development – with gender as a cross-cutting 

issue.   Relevance then should be judged with respect to these topics, the ones actually tackled 

in the SIG program.  This shift to a layer below the aggregates does not undermine the 

program’s relevance.  Indeed, the selected topics and the cross-cutting concern with gender 

are central to achievement of the post-2015 Millennium Development Goals.  It is fair to 

conclude therefore that the topics selected for the SIG program have the potential to 

contribute to major development issues of current concern. 

Significance:  The three dimensions of significance judged by the ERP are those set out in the 

FPR: the extent to which the program has advanced understanding of how to create decent 

jobs, support enterprises especially small start-ups, and ensure that women are well 

represented in these efforts;   the program’s success in building capacity among Southern 

researchers in these areas; and the degree to which the program has influenced policy on 

these issues.   As the FPR notes, many of the results of the program are still to emerge.  While 

the ERP’s assessment of significance can only reflect outcomes and actions to date, it tries to 

point to, and support, promising trends that may have future pay-offs.        

Contribution to knowledge:  In addition to a review of the documentation, and its expert 

opinion, the ERP drew on a survey of prominent members of the development community, 

representatives of multilaterals, bilateral donors, and academia, all of whom are well-known 

and heavily involved in issues of inclusive growth, to help with the assessment of the SIG 

program’s contribution to knowledge.  Surveys were sent to 23 individuals, of whom 12 

replied.  The resulting sample is small but nevertheless contains individuals who should be fully 

aware of key research in the areas covered by the SIG program and well able to judge value.   

                                    
20 The analysis in this section takes into account the sample of projects described in the 
methodology section. 
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Fifty percent of respondents were somewhat familiar with the SIG program, while the same 

percentage was either not very familiar or not at all familiar with it.  Of the seven indicating at 

least some familiarity with the program, six (fifty percent of the sample) felt it made a 

moderate or in one case an extremely good contribution to knowledge and the same 

percentage rated the professional quality as moderately or extremely good.  The ERP’s 

assessment is more positive – with 60 percent of projects receiving an acceptable/good rating 

and 20 percent (3 projects) a very good rating.  

The numbers of course only tell part of the story.   A contribution to knowledge can be through 

innovation – a new idea or adaptation of an existing idea, a new way of testing a debated 

hypothesis, or a methodological advance --or through the generation of new information (a 

survey for example) or the extraction of otherwise unavailable statistics from an existing data 

base.  Research of the first type usually becomes widely known in development circles and is 

typically published in recognized journals.  Research of the second type in contrast is of value 

mainly within the local context and is usually disseminated to national or regional 

development actors including policy-makers.  The majority of SIG research lies in the second 

category.  Of 36 outputs reviewed by the team21, 23 fell in the second category and 11 in the 

first.    To illustrate, the research on Social Protection and Labor Market Outcomes of the Youth 

in South Africa introduced a credit constraint into the standard model of labor-leisure choice.  

With this framework, the researchers were able to demonstrate that the provision of a 

pension to a family member, rather than discouraging effort, actually provided the 

wherewithal to finance more job search.  In contrast, the project entitled Moving Zimbabwe 

Forward: An Evidence-Based Policy Dialogue Initiative produced a useful data set on poverty 

which in turn yielded an array of statistical information on all aspects of the livelihoods of the 

poor.   The South African research has been published in well-respected journals (and had an 

important influence on policy), whereas the Zimbabwean research, although widely 

disseminated locally and of considerable value to national policy-makers, is unlikely to 

influence thinking about development more generally. 

This distinction may explain the rather low familiarity among development community 

members with SIG research and the relatively high regard for SIG output among those who 

have been exposed to SIG research – much of the research does not reach their attention; it is 

likely that only top-quality products have any chance.   It also suggests that if SIG research is to 

achieve wider recognition then more top-class researchers need to be brought into SIG 

projects since top-class research requires top-class researchers as happened in the South 

African case. 

The contribution to knowledge might have been stronger had the program had a more clearly 

articulated conceptual foundation (overcoming the gap mentioned in Section 3).  A focus on 

decent jobs and small-scale enterprise development could be organized around an analysis of 

the labor market by looking at the emergence of small informal enterprises as the main source 

of demand, the way individuals (with gender disaggregation) allocate their time between paid 

                                    
21  In the sample of 18 closed projects the panel reviewed at least 2 outputs per project (except 
for one of the projects in the sample, given that it generated no research output). The 36 
outputs correspond to outputs of 17 closed projects with actual research outputs.  Two of the 
outputs made no contribution to knowledge. 
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and self-employment (including intra-household allocation) on the supply side, and the 

government’s role in regulating the market.  Had the program been armed with this or some 

other conceptual framework, the program would have been better placed to initiate and select 

projects that truly fit with SIG’s core objective and to ward off the inevitable pressures to 

include ill-fitting projects for all kinds of extraneous reasons.   

The program’s contribution to knowledge about gender is limited.   With some important 

exceptions such as GrOW, many of the projects, especially the earlier ones, either did not treat 

gender or else did so in a perfunctory manner.   Some projects -- for example, The Global 

Financial Crisis and Vulnerability in Cambodia, examine gender effects by presenting data 

disaggregated by gender, without advancing explicit theories or explanations of female 

behavior or testing gender-specific hypotheses.  The program’s contribution to this aspect of 

knowledge is accordingly considered modest with 11 out of the 18 closed projects in the 

sample rated unacceptable or less than acceptable and only 5 projects rated acceptable/good 

or very good (the remaining two projects out of the 18 were not amenable to a gender 

analysis).   

Capacity Building:  Virtually all of the SIG projects under review were implemented by 

Southern researchers.   Opportunities for learning by doing were present therefore in virtually 

all projects.  Beyond this, however, the survey responses of Southern researchers show that 

formal training took place in only one case and mentoring was limited with the majority (11) 

reporting that they received only occasional advice rather than intensive mentoring (4).  Even 

this modest effort, however, was appreciated and credited with increasing researcher visibility 

through publications and conferences and by increasing researcher stature in policy circles.  Of 

the fourteen researchers responding to the survey, all categorized SIG capacity building 

efforts, limited though they were, as moderately or extremely good.    

Given the opportunities present in these projects, the ERP was struck by the limited extent of 

formal capacity building in the SIG program.  Of course, some projects, like the PTCI project, 

have capacity building as their core, but, among the 18 closed projects reviewed in depth by 

the team, the focus on capacity building was low in 44 percent of them.  Not every project 

could or should have a capacity building component, like the project Moving Jobs to the Center 

Stage in Mexico: case study for World Development Report 2013 (due to its short time frame) 

but in several cases a more ambitious effort could have been made at low cost and in a way 

that contributed to the project’s outcome.  The project Moving Zimbabwe Forward: An 

Evidence-Based Policy Dialogue Initiative illustrates the point.  The project collected household 

data to assess poverty in Zimbabwe.  In doing so, it generated information on gender but never 

moved beyond a descriptive analysis because the researchers had no expertise in gender 

analysis.  This might have been an ideal opportunity to strengthen the researchers’ skills in this 

respect and simultaneously produce a more gender-focused output.   

It is also worthwhile to mention the capacity building effects of the project Policy Analysis for 

Growth and Employment (PAGE) awarded to the Partnership for Economic Policy (PEP) 

Network, which is the largest one-off investment by SIG at CAD 2.97 million. At the individual 

level, capacity building has happened through the mentoring process, by providing training in 

methods for PEP researchers and sponsoring study visits of researchers in other Southern or 
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Northern institutions to work with senior and well-established academics. All calls for 

proposals were required to have a minimum of 50% female researchers contributing 

substantively to the research process and providing opportunities for building capacity through 

learning by doing for women. There is also a reasonably high level of capacity building at the 

organisational level, with AKI (Manila, Philippines), CRES (Dakar, Senegal), and GRADE (Lima, 

Peru) being the coordinating partners along with the University of Laval.  All partners are 

directly involved in the selection and monitoring of PEP projects and in the management of a 

large, complex and diverse program. 

Policy influence:  The program’s efforts to reach policy-makers and influence policy are 

noteworthy.   Surveying busy policy-makers is always a challenge but the panel received 

responses from 11 of those identified from PCRs or suggested by POs or researchers.  They 

rated the research known to them as highly valuable in almost 50 percent of the projects and 

moderately valuable in a further 25 percent.  The evaluation panel, based on its expert opinion 

and the consistent evidence from the interviews and surveys, concurred with this favorable 

assessment, rating more than 60 percent of the projects as very good and a further 20 percent 

as average/good.   

A glance behind the statistics reveals how this was achieved.  In most cases, the projects 

produced policy briefs and held policy seminars, but so do projects supported by many other 

institutions without the same degree of influence.  The additional ingredient underlying SIG’s 

success can be illustrated with a project from Lebanon.  This project, Upgrading Lebanese 

Economic Analytical Capacity, involved the creation of two working groups of government 

officials, one on inflation and one on pensions.  The working groups were involved with the 

project from its inception, received technical training and participated in writing the two final 

reports.   The objective of this project was specifically to build capacity among government 

officials so the close and protracted interaction may not be surprising, but it occurred in other 

projects (see, for example, Social Protection and Vulnerable Communities in East Africa: 

Implications for Household Welfare).  This start-to-finish interaction with policy-makers 

appears to be the key to SIG’s success in influencing policy, and is probably something most 

effectively handled by Southern researchers. The only caveat, but an important one, is that 

there is limited evidence on the quality assurance for policy inputs.  No systematic approach to 

quality control emerged from the review of project documentation, and follow-up questions 

with Southern researchers revealed that indeed inputs to policy-makers were not routinely 

reviewed for accuracy and quality of analysis. 

Another example of policy influence that is worthwhile to mention is PAGE, which has called 

upon a small group of policy specialists and stakeholders from different regions of the world to 

identify different lists of priority issues – under the broad theme of inclusive growth and 

employment – for projects funded in each round in order to ensure a strong focus on 

current/emerging policy needs. Although still at an early stage of implementation, it has been 

reported22 that about 38% of the PEP supported projects have already resulted in findings 

being taken up to assist in policy formulation or program design in beneficiary countries. 

                                    
22 PEP Interim progress reports. 
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Furthermore, the external review panel asked Southern researchers whether such serious 

efforts to reach policy-makers would have occurred in the absence of the SIG program.  Most 

(9 out of 14 respondents) reported that some effort would have been made but follow-up 

interviews with Southern researchers revealed clearly that SIG presence was instrumental in 

realizing a powerful and sustained policy push.   Exactly the same impression was gleaned from 

interviews with POs who typically reported devoting significant time and effort to ensuring the 

tightest possible policy-research link.   This ability to support research in a way that influences 

policy is a unique characteristic of SIG (and IDRC research).  No other institution engaged in 

supporting Southern research can match this record.       

6.   ISSUES FOR IDRC’s BOARD OF GOVERNORS AND SENIOR MANAGEMENT 

Drawing on the panel’s review of the SIG program23 and its more than seventy years of 

experience with development research, the report concludes with key issues for consideration 

by the Board of Governors and Senior Management.    

Major Issue:  Variation in performance across objectives 

Infusion of expertise:  As reported in Section 5, SIG performance with respect to policy 

influence was rated higher than that with respect to capacity building and even more so with 

respect to contribution to knowledge.  In addressing this mix of outcomes, it is important to be 

aware of possible tradeoffs among the three.  In particular, a project focused on capacity 

building or policy influence may yield a low contribution to knowledge of widespread interest.   

Observation: This trade-off can be reduced through the involvement of experienced, topic-

knowledgeable researchers (Northern experts if necessary but Southern research leaders 

wherever possible in order to build a cadre of research leaders in the South) tasked with 

contributing significantly to the production of research outputs as well as mentoring Southern 

researchers and supporting their learning by doing as many already frequently do.        

Gender analysis:  Analysis of gender provides a specific and important example of the 

preceding point.  The PADs of many SIG projects make explicit reference to gender but this 

intention was translated into a significant project orientation in only a few cases, mainly in the 

newest projects (see Sections 3 and 4).  The successful instances benefitted from the support 

of established experts in the field of gender analysis who could assist the project team to move 

beyond description to much deeper analysis.  Observation: Without this guidance, which 

requires explicit attention in project design as well as designated funding, any effort to 

promote an effective approach to gender is unlikely to generate results. 

 Other Issues 

Partnerships:  While working with partners such as DFID and Hewlett Foundation is a welcome 

feature of SIG’s evolution in recent years, there are possible trade-offs as many of the 

Southern research institutions with which IDRC has built long-term relationships may not 

receive funding if partnerships result in more of SIG funds being channeled through global 

competitive calls with a greater share of resources going to Northern-led projects.  

                                    
23  Based on the review of 18 closed projects, 6 ongoing projects, 3 mega grants, the FPR, as 
well as on the interviews with project leaders and POs. 
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Furthermore, as pointed out in Section 3, partnerships can also lead to a dilution of focus on 

IDRC’s traditional priorities. Observation:  Minimizing these trade-offs requires a careful, case-

by-case assessment of benefits and costs of prospective partnerships.  

Quality assurance for policy inputs:  As mentioned in section 5, the ERP found limited 

evidence of quality assurance for policy inputs.  Any failure to subject policy briefs and other 

material provided to policy makers to a systematic and thorough review could result in the 

transfer of inappropriate or faulty advice, thereby creating a reputational risk for IDRC and the 

possibility of damaging consequences for the population.  Observation:  This gap in procedures 

could be easily rectified by requiring that all policy inputs are checked for quality and by 

allocating resources specifically for this purpose. 

Program transitions:  The analysis of the evolution of the SIG program presented in Section 3 

shows that its first phase had a portfolio composed of projects that were designed before the 

program formally came into being.  To the extent that these projects are not necessarily good 

fits with SIG objectives, they dilute subsequent assessments of the program’s worth and cut 

into the time and attention that the program manager and his staff can devote to the new 

program.  Observation: A separate classification for the ill-fitting projects would avoid these 

problems.    

Awareness of external opportunities:  One of the SIG projects (Moving Jobs to the Center 

Stage in Mexico) delivered a case study that was an input to the 2013 World Development 

Report on Jobs.  The short time frame for this involvement limited its overall usefulness, but, 

with more lead time, this sort of arrangement could increase the relevance and visibility of 

IDRC research and enhance the contribution to capacity building (see section 5).  Observation: 

An “intelligence function” within IDRC that identifies as early as possible opportunities for 

linking ongoing internal programs with major external activities such as WDRs or HDRs would 

be of mutual benefit.  

Maximum availability and use of data:  Several SIG projects alluded to in Section 5 generated 

new data sets.  It was not always clear whether these data had been placed in the public 

domain for use by other researchers or, if they had, whether sufficient publicity had been 

given to their availability.  Observation: A data repository, located in IDRC or a Canadian 

university, and charged with encouraging the widest possible use of IDRC-collected data could 

increase several-fold the data’s contribution to knowledge for development.  

Conceptual foundation: The ERP found the thematic foci of SIG’s research highly relevant, but 

also observed that a more explicit conceptual framework based on an analysis of labor markets 

might have led to a  more coherent program focused on youth employment and informality in 

low income countries (see Section 5).   Concentrating more effort on these areas, as SIG is 

already doing in some respects, would increase the prospect of a more important contribution, 

and expanding significantly on what has been done in this field.   Observation: A strong 

conceptual framework is critical for ensuring a tight research focus and a more prominent 

impact 

Accounting procedures:  As explained in Annexe J, IDRC’s current financial reporting and 

accounting system does not provide information on costs broken down by activity – research 
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papers, training seminars, conferences, surveys, policy briefs, etc.  The current system is 

designed for accountants, not managers, and as a consequence hampers efforts to assess the 

cost effectiveness of both proposals and completed projects.  Observation:  An activity-based 

accounting system to be used by projects would facilitate evidence-based decision making by 

managers.   
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ANNEXES 

ANNEXE A: LIST OF ACRONYMS 

ADB   Asian Development Bank  

AfDB   African Development Bank  

CGIAR   Consultative Group for International Agricultural Research  

CRES  Consortium pour la recherche économique et sociale 

DFID   Department for International Development  

ESID   Effective States and Inclusive Development  

ERP  External Review Panel  

GDN  Global Development Network  

GEF   Global Environmental Facility  

GEM  Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 

GGP  Globalization, Growth and Poverty  

GRADE  Grupo de Análisis para el Desarrollo 

GrOW  Growth and Economic Opportunities for Women  

HDR  Human Development Report 

IADB  Interamerican Development Bank  

ICT4D  Information and Communications Technologies for Development  

IDPM  Institute of Development Policy and Management  

IDRC  International Development Research Centre 

IFAD  International Fund for Agriculture and Development  

ILO  International Labour Organization  

IMF  International Monetary Fund  

LAC  Latin America and the Caribbean  

LSMS  Living Standards Measurements Surveys 

MENA  Middle East and North Africa  

OECD  Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
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PAD  Project Approval Document 

PAGE  Policy Analysis for Growth and Employment   

PCR  Project Completion Report 

PEP  Partnership for Economic Policy  

PO  Program Officer  

PSED  Policy, Strategy and Evaluation Division  

PTCI  Nouveau Programme de Troisième Cycle Interuniversitaire  

RQ+  Research Quality Plus 

SSA  Sub Saharan Africa  

SIG  Supporting Inclusive Growth  

SR  Southern researcher 

UNDP  United Nations Development Programme  

UNEG  United Nations Evaluation Group  

UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization  

WDR  World Development Report 

WRC  Women’s Rights and Citizenship  
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ANNEXE B:  SIG PROJECTS, BY AMOUNT OF FUNDING 
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ANNEXE C: IDRC ORGANISATIONAL CHART AND SIG PROGRAM STRUCTURE

  

THEMATIC AREAS

PROGRAM INITIATIVES

PROGRAM AREAS

IDRC

Agriculture 
and 

Environment

Global 
Health 
Policy

Social and 
Economic 

Policy

Governance, 
Security and 

Justice

Supporting 
Inclusive 
Growth

Growth and 
Economic 

Opportunities for 
Women

Facilitating growth 
with decent jobs

Enterprise development, 
entrepreneurship and 

innovation

Think Tank 
Initiative

Science 
and 

Innovatio
n

137 projects

23 core/networks 
(17% budget)

PEP(101378)
AERC(1034

63)

SADRN(103
882)PTCI(10371

5)

.....

36 single country 
(26% budget)

Bhutan

Ethiopia

Zimbabwe

.....

Mexico 
(2)

78 multi-country 
(57% budget)

Services Trade 
(104077)

Transnational 
Migration Asia 

(104093)

Social Protection 
Asia (104236)

Women 
Migrants 

Latin America 
(104785)

….. 

SUPPORT MODALITIES 
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ANNEXE D:  SHORT BIOGRAPHIES OF EXTERNAL REVIEW PANEL MEMBERS 

OSVALDO FEINSTEIN: Professor, Complutense University, Madrid. IFAD Consultant. Former 

manager and advisor at the World Bank  Evaluation Department, and former consultant with 

GEF, ILO, UNDP, CGIAR, IADB ,AfDB, UNEG,UNESCO and other international organizations. 

Author and editor of articles and books on evaluation, development and economics. 

KUNAL SEN:  Professor of Development Economics in the Institute of Development Policy and 

Management (IDPM), University of Manchester, UK, and Joint Research Director of DFID 

funded Effective States and Inclusive Development (ESID) Research Centre. Previously, Joint 

Director of the DFID funded Improving Institutions for Pro-Poor Growth (IPPG) Research 

Programme Consortium. Consultant to Asian Development Bank, DFID, UNDP, and involved in 

evaluations for DFID and IDRC previously. 

LYN SQUIRE: Educated at the University of Wales, the London School of Economics and 

Cambridge University, Lyn Squire began his professional career at the World Bank in 

Washington.  Among other assignments, he served as Director of the Policy Research 

Department and Lead Author for the 1990 World Development Report on Poverty.  After 

leaving the World Bank, he founded the Global Development Network, an organization 

dedicated to building socio-economic research capacity throughout the developing world.  

Author of several books and many articles on development issues ranging from cost-benefit 

analysis to inequality, he is currently editor of the Middle East Development Journal. 
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ANNEXE E: EVALUATION MATRIX 

 

A. How Did the Program Perform in Implementing the Prospectus? 

Thematic Foci Questions Evidence/Data Sources 

1. Enhancing the 

framework for 

enterprise 

development, 

entrepreneurship 

and development 

a. Were the choices and priorities set by SIG to 

adopt/evolve its strategy with respect to the strategy 

originally outlined in the prospectus with respect to 

Thematic Focus 1 justified, and did these choices and 

priorities set by SIG enable the program team to 

improve the implementation of the prospectus? 

 

b. Taking into account the context, and the risks and 

expectations involved, was the strategy with respect 

to Thematic Focus 1 adopted, adapted and 

implemented in a way that was sufficiently ambitious? 

 

c. Did the SIG draw any strategic lessons from the 

delivery of Thematic Focus 1 that enabled the 

program team to improve the implementation of its 

prospectus? 

 

 

Final and Initial Prospectus Reports  

 

Program and project documents 

(including PADs and PCRs) 

 

Minutes from annual team meetings 

 

Interviews with POs 

2. Facilitating 

growth with 

decent jobs 

a. Were the choices and priorities set by SIG to 

adopt/evolve its strategy with respect to the strategy 

originally outlined in the prospectus with respect to 

Thematic Focus 2 justified, and did these choices and 

priorities set by SIG enable the program team to 

improve the implementation of the prospectus? 

 

b. Taking into account the context, and the risks and 

expectations involved, was the strategy with respect 

to Thematic Focus 2 adopted, adapted and 

implemented in a way that was sufficiently ambitious? 

  

c. Did the SIG draw any strategic lessons from the 

delivery of Thematic Focus 2 that enabled the 

program team to improve the implementation of its 

prospectus? 

 

Final and Initial Prospectus Reports  

 

Program and project documents 

(including PADs and PCRs) 

 

Minutes from annual team meetings 

 

Interviews with POs 
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3. Cross-cutting 

theme: Growth 

and economic 

opportunities for 

women 

a. Were the choices and priorities set by SIG to 

adopt/evolve its strategy with respect to the strategy 

originally outlined in the prospectus with respect to 

Thematic Focus 2 justified, and did these choices and 

priorities set by SIG enable the program team to 

improve the implementation of the prospectus? 

 

b. Taking into account the context, and the risks and 

expectations involved, was the strategy with respect 

to Thematic Focus 2 adopted, adapted and 

implemented in a way that was sufficiently ambitious? 

  

c. Did the SIG draw any strategic lessons from the 

delivery of Thematic Focus 2 that enabled the 

program team to improve the implementation of its 

prospectus? 

Final and Initial Prospectus Reports  

 

Program and project documents 

(including PADs and PCRs) 

 

Minutes from annual team meetings 

 

Interviews with POs 

 

B. To What Extent Are Program Outcomes Relevant and Significant? 

Type of outcome Questions Evidence/ Data sources 

1. Southern 

researcher 

capacity to 

address SIG 

research 

questions 

a. Did SIG supported researchers demonstrate 

strengthened capabilities to address the tensions 

between growth and inclusion? 

 

b. Did they acquire new skills for analyzing the gender 

dimension and/or the role of ICs? 

 

c. Did they apply gender analysis and used research 

methods to SIG’s research questions? 

 

d. Did they increase their profiles through publications 

and presentations originating from SIG supported 

research? Were these profiles recognized nationally or 

internationally? 

 

e. Did they take a lead in international conferences 

 

 

Program and project documents 

 

Questionnaires to SIG supported 

researchers 

 

Interviews with research users 

 

Research reports and Publications, 

websites of projects and workshops 
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and policy discussions on inclusive growth? 

 

d. Did they become mentors for the research 

community in developing countries? 

 

e. To what extent would the capacity development of 

SIG supported researchers have occurred without SIG 

support?  

 

 

2.Contribution to 

Knowledge 

a. Did SIG supported research demonstrate a nuanced 

and rigorous analysis of the relationship between 

growth and inclusion, and the role of institutions? 

 

b. Did SIG supported research contribute to the 

literature and to the knowledge base on the role of 

institutions in shaping growth outcomes, and how 

these are mediated within labour markets and 

enterprises? 

 

c. Did SIG supported research contribute to 

conceptual and methodological advances in examining 

the growth-inclusion dynamic? 

 

d. Did SIG supported researchers use their knowledge 

base to articulate future research agenda?  

 

e. To what extent would the contribution to 

knowledge of SIG supported researchers have 

occurred without SIG support? 

 

Program and project documents 

 

Questionnaires to SIG supported 

researchers 

 

Interviews with research users and 

key informants. 

 

Research reports and Publications, 

websites of projects and workshops 

 

 

3. Contribution 

to Policy 

a. Did SIG supported research provide timely, relevant 

and viable options to combine growth and inclusion 

goals in national labour market and enterprise 

policies? 

 

b. Did SIG supported researchers identify and 

 

 

Program and project documents 

 

Questionnaires to SIG supported 
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communicate with appropriate non-academic 

audiences to refine and present policy options? 

 

c. Were policy options put forth by SIG supported 

researchers discussed within the policy community? 

 

d. Were policy options put forth by SIG supported 

researchers included in national policies? 

 

e. Were SIG supported researchers sought out by the 

policy makers for their knowledge and expertise? 

 

f. To what extent would the contribution to policy of 

SIG supported researchers have occurred without SIG 

support? 

 

 

researchers 

 

Interviews with research users and 

key informants 

 

Interviews with Southern policy-

makers and other stake-holders 

 

National policy documents 
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ANNEXE F: LIST OF SAMPLE PROJECTS 

Project 

Number 

Project Title Approval Date Completion 

Date 

Project Value Support Modality and 

Region 

Region                                                                                            

CATEGORY A: CLOSED PROJECTS 

105541 Upgrading Lebanese 

Economic Analytical 

Capacity 

27/05/2010 23/02/2013 244,900  Single Country, MENA MENA 

106325 Moving Zimbabwe 

Forward: An Evidence-

Based Policy Dialogue 

Initiative 

15/06/2010 16/10/2012 490,900  Single Country, SSA SSA 

105034 International 

Remittances, Poverty and 

Inequality: The West 

African Case 

24/06/2010 10/12/2013 350,000  Multi Country, SSA SSA 

105646 Intergenerational 

Transfers, Population 

Aging and Social 

Protection in Asia 

29/06/2010 30/11/2012 341,600  Multi Country, Asia Asia 

105653 Labour markets for 

inclusive growth in Latin 

America 

28/09/2010 31/03/2014 593,550 Multi Country, LAC LAC 
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105508 The Global Financial 

Crisis and Vulnerability in 

Cambodia 

20/10/2010 13/03/2013 157,600 Single Country Asia 

105831 Social Protection and 

Vulnerable Communities 

in East Africa: 

Implications for 

Household Welfare 

27/10/2010 15/05/2013 427,500  Multi Country, SSA SSA 

105965 Unfair Trade Practices in 

ASEAN 

04/11/2010 08/07/2013 338,100  Multi Country, Asia Asia 

106464 Informality in the South 

African Funeral Services 

and Microinsurance 

Markets: Understanding 

its nature and 

implications 

21/12/2010 31/10/2012 168,900  Single Country SSA 

106463 Youth at risk and Jobs in 

the Digital Age 

22/12/2010 24/01/2013 267,663  Single Country LAC 

106260 Minimum wage 

legislation, enforcement 

and labour outcomes: 

Argentina, Costa Rica and 

South Africa 

09/02/2011 05/08/2013 421,218  Multi Country, Cross-

Regional 

Cross-

Regiona

l 
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105506 Alternative Measure of 

Well-being: Bhutan's 

Gross National Happiness 

2010 

11/02/2011 31/12/2012 264,400  Single Country Asia 

105990 MercoNet:  

strengthening economic 

research and fostering 

entrepreneurial 

development in South 

America 

28/02/2011 01/06/2013 560,100  Multi Country, LAC LAC 

105822 Global Trade Alert Phase 

II - Year 2: Monitoring 

and Analysis of Crisis-Era 

Discrimination: 

Implications for Dev. 

Countries and the World 

Trading Sys. 

24/03/2011 03/12/2012 303,100  Multi Country, Cross-

Regional 

Cross-

Regiona

l 

106670 Social Protection and 

Labour Market Outcomes 

of the Youth in South 

Africa 

29/09/2011 25/10/2013 254,300  Single Country SSA 

106752 Asymmetric Demography 

and Global Financial 

Governance: In Search of 

30/09/2011 20/04/2014 414,377 Multi Country, Cross-

Regional 

Cross-

Regiona

l 
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Growth and Common 

Interests in the Post-crisis 

World 

106879 Moving Jobs to the 

Center Stage in Mexico: 

case study for World 

Development Report 

2013 

24/01/2012 31/03/2013 515,600 Single Country LAC 

106966 Promoting innovation in 

the services sector: 

towards productivity and 

competitiveness 

28/02/2012 12/03/2014 426,700  Multi Country, Regional LAC 

CATEGORY B: ON-GOING PROJECTS (AS OF SEPTEMBER 2014) 

106902 Enterprise Performance 

in Asia: Using firm-level 

data for policymaking 

28/02/2012  502,300 Multi Country Asia 

106849 Entrepreneurs' 

networking in the Middle 

East and North Africa 

21/12/2011  134,200 Multi Country MENA 

107260 Better Jobs for Central 

American Women: Labor 

Markets Dynamics in 

Nicaragua and El 

13/12/2012  289,500 Multi Country LAC 
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Salvador 

107314 Changing Labour Markets 

in Bangladesh: The 

dynamics between 

growth and inclusion in a 

low-income economy 

15/04/2013  563,700 Single Country Asia 

107360 Small and Medium 

enterprises, jobs creation 

and sustainability: 

Maximizing opportunities 

from South America's 

commodities boom 

06/05/2013  1,200,000 Multi Country LAC 

107392 Unleashing the Potential 

of African Rural 

Economies through 

Green Growth 

25/03/2013  1,000,000 Multi Country SSA 

CATEGORY C: MEGA PROJECTS 

106830 Nouveau Programme de 

Troisième Cycle 

Interuniversitaire : Phase 2 

29/02/2012 23/03/2016 2,040,000 Multi Country SSA 

106950 Policy Analysis for Growth 

and Employment 

28/03/2012 31/12/2015 2,972,900 Multi Country Global 
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--- Growth and Economic 

Opportunities for 

Women (GrOW) 

Research Programme 

30/09/2013 15/10/2016 17 million Multi Country Global 

Note: LAC: Latin America, MENA: Middle East and North Africa, SSA: Sub-Saharan Africa 
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ANNEXE G: SIG FUNDING BY REGION, POPULATION AND SAMPLE (CLOSED PROJECTS ONLY)  

 

 

Note: LAC: Latin America, MENA: Middle East and North Africa, SSA: Sub-Saharan 

Africa 
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Figure 1. SIG Projects by Region, Population 
(percentage distribution)

MENA SSA LAC Asia Cross-Regional
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Figure 2. SIG Projects by Region, Sample 
(percentage distribution) 

MENA SSA LAC Asia Cross-Regional
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 ANNEXE H: LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED 

PROGRAM STAFF: 

Madiha Ahmed 

Francisco Cos-Montiel 

Arjan de Haan 

Evan Due 

Nadia Hassine 

Susan Joekes 

Flaubert Mbiekop 

Martha Melesse 

Paul Okwi 

Ben Petrazzini 

Carolina Robino 

Edgard Rodriguez 

 

SOUTHERN RESEARCHERS: 

Diego Aboal 

Haroon Bhorat 

Doubell Chamberlain 

Guillermo Cruces 

Jose Maria Fanelli 

Carolina Gruffat 

Silvère Y. Konan  

Sang-Hyop Lee 

Murray Leibbrant 

Andrés López 

José Gabriel Martínez González 

Jeanette Majengwa 

Fred Matovu 

Alice Pham 

Alejandro Piscitelli 

Mounir Rached 

Kimsun Tong 
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ANNEX I: SURVEY AND INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS 

 

Southern Researcher Questionnaire 

Background Information  

1. Name     
2. Position    
3. Organization    
4. Title of research project 
5. Country/Region 

Management 

1. To what extent was the research objective clearly defined? 
 

Extremely well 
defined 

Moderately well 
defined  

Only loosely defined Not defined 

    

 
2. Was the research well-managed by IDRC from start to finish? 

 

Extremely well 
managed 

Moderately well 
managed 

Barely adequately 
managed 

Not well managed 

    

 
3. Was a formal M&E process in place for your project?  

 

Yes No 

  

 

Research Output 

1. Does the research address an important development issue? 
 

Highly important  Moderately 
important 

Not very important  Unimportant 

    

 
2. Does the research contribute to development  knowledge ? 

 

Very significantly  Moderately 
significantly  

Marginally 
significantly 

Not very significantly 

    

 
3. Please describe the most important research result(s). 

 

 
4. Does the research make a methodological advance? 
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Yes No 

  

 
5. If, yes, please describe: 

 

 

 
6. Does the research generated new data? 

Yes No 

  

 
 

7. If yes, please describe: 
 

 

 
 

8. Has, or will the research be published? 

Yes No 

  

 

9. If yes, in which publication will the research appear (or appeared)? 

 

 

10. Whether published or not, has the research been subject to a peer review? 

Yes No 

  

 

11. What would have happened if IDRC had not funded this research? 

Research would 
have been funded 
from other 
sources 

Research would 
have taken place 
without funding 

Research would 
have taken place  
to a limited extent 
without funding 

Research would 
not have been 
pursued 

    

 

Support for Southern Researchers 

1. What type of support, if any, did you receive from IDRC, aside from funding? 

Formal training Intensive mentoring Occasional advice None 
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2. If you received support from IDRC, how did it help you? 

Acquisition of 
a new skill 

Increased 
visibility 
through 
publications 

Increased 
visibility 
through 
conferences 

Increased 
policy 
influence 

Increased 
your 
mentoring 
role within 
the field of 
Inclusive 
growth 

Better 
career 
prospects 

      

 

3. If you received support from IDRC, how would you rate it? 

Extremely useful Moderately useful Marginally useful Not useful 

    

 

4. Had IDRC support not been available, would you have been able to obtain similar support 
from some other source? 

Yes No 

  

 

5. Did your institution receive any support from IDRC? 

Yes No 

  

 

6. If yes, please describe: 

 

 

Policy Influence 

1. To what extent was the research directed to a current policy issue? 

Very policy focused Moderately policy 
focused 

Marginally policy 
focused 

Not policy focused 

    

 

2. What means, if any, were used to influence policy? 

Policy briefs Policy-maker 
seminars 

Media None 
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3. Would efforts to reach policy-makers have occurred without the SIG program? 
 

Yes No 

  

 
 

4. How would you rate the influence of this research on policy? 

Very strong Moderately strong Weak No influence 

    

 

5. What policy, if any, benefitted from this research?  Please describe: 

 

 

6. Would the above policy have gone forward without this research? 

Yes No 

  

 

Gender  

1. To what extent did the research include a specific gender dimension? 
 

Strongly Moderately Barely Not included 

    

 
2. Did the research make use of a technique or data specially concerned with gender? 

 

Yes No 

  

 

3. If yes, please describe: 

 

4. Did the research yield a result specifically concerned with gender?  

Yes No 

  

 

5. If yes, please describe: 
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6. Did the IDRC team provide or arrange specific support for the gender component of the 
analysis? 

Yes NO 

  

 

7. If yes, please describe: 

 

 

8. Would the gender component of the research have been undertaken in the absence of IDRC 
support? 

Yes No 

  

 

 

Summary Assessment 

1. Overall, how would you rate your experience in this project? 

Very positively Moderately positively  Marginally positive Disappointing 

    

 

2. Do you believe that IDRC’s effort to combine support for Southern researchers and a strong 
policy focus with the traditional research objective of contributing to knowledge is a more 
useful approach than a single-minded concern with generating new knowledge? 

Strongly agree Mildly agree Mildly disagree Disagree 

    

 

3. Please comment on what you regard as the greatest strengths of IDRC-supported research 
and/or what could be done to improve IDRC’s support: 

 

 

 
Thank you 
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Development Community Questionnaire 

 

1. How familiar are you with IDRC’s program of research entitled Supporting Inclusive Growth? 

Very familiar Somewhat familiar Not very familiar Not at all familiar 

    

 
 

2. If you are familiar with this program at least to some degree, please rate the research in the 
following four dimensions: 

 Extremely 
Good 

Moderately 
Good 

Average Poor Not 
Relevant 

Professional 
Quality 

     

Contribution to 
Knowledge 

     

Usefulness to 
Policy-makers 

     

Effectiveness in 
Building Local 
Research 
Capacity 
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Policymaker Questionnaire 

1.   How would you rate the contribution of the IDRC research project mentioned in the email 

to the claim quoted and underlined in the same email?  

 

Very valuable Moderately valuable Slightly valuable Not valuable 
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Project Officer Interview Template 

Background Information  

6. Name     
7. Position    
8. Department    
9. Title of research project 
10. Country/Region 
11. Cost 

Program  

1.  To what extent was the program’s research objective clearly defined? 

 

Extremely well 
defined 

Moderately well 
defined  

Only loosely defined Not defined 

    

 

2.   Was the overall program well-managed from start to finish? 
 

Extremely well 
managed 

Moderately well 
managed 

Barely adequately 
managed 

Not well managed 

    

 
3.  Were there any mid-course adjustments to the program? 

 

Yes No 

  

 
4. If yes, please describe. 

 

 

 
Project 

 

1. Were you involved with the project right from its inception? 

Yes No 

  

 

If no, when did you become the PO for this project? 
 

2. If yes, how involved were you in the following dimensions of the project? 
 

Conceptualisation 
 

Design 
 

Choice of 
Researchers/Recipient 

Implementation 
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Institution 

A lot/ moderately 
so/not at all 

A lot/ moderately 
so/not at all 

A lot/ moderately 
so/not at all 

A lot/ moderately 
so/not at all 

 
If you answered ‘a lot’ or ‘moderately so’, please explain your involvement in more 
detail. For example, why did you view this project as suitable for SIG? What specific 
knowledge gap did you see this research aimed to address? What were the specific 
type of support you provided to researchers to develop the research questions and 
methodology? What were the reasons for working with the set of researchers that 
undertook this project? What support did you provide the researchers, post-approval?    
 

3.  Do the objectives of this research project align well with those of the program?  

Extremely well Moderately well Only loosely Not aligned 

    

 

 Please explain/justify your answer 

 

4.  Did the project realize its goals? 

Yes No 

  

 

Please explain/justify your answer 

 

5.  Did the research encounter any particular problems? 

Yes No 

  

 
Please explain/justify your answer 

5. Did the research over- or under-run its budget? 

Over-ran Under-ran On target 

   

 

6.  If the budget was exceeded or not fully used, please explain why and what happened: 

 

 

Research Output 

12. How important is the development issue addressed by this research? 
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Highly important  Moderately 
important 

Not very important  Unimportant 

    

 
 

Please explain/justify your answer 

 
 

13. How significant is the contribution of this research to development knowledge? 
 

Very significant  Moderately 
significant  

Marginally significant Not very significant 

    

 
Please explain/justify your answer 

 
14. Please describe the most important research result(s). 

 

 
Please explain/justify your answer 

 
15. Does the research make a methodological advance? 

 

Yes No 

  

 
Please explain/justify your answer 

 
16. Does the research generate new data? 

Yes No 

  

 

17. If yes, please describe: 
 

 

 
 

18. Has, or will the research be published? 

Yes No 
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19. If yes, in which publication will the research appear (or appeared)? 

 

 

20. Whether published or not, has the research been subject to a peer review? 

Yes No 

  

 

21. In your view, what would have happened if IDRC had not funded this research? 

Research would 
have been funded 
from other 
sources 

Research would 
have taken place 
without funding 

Research would 
have taken place  
to a limited extent 
without funding 

Research would 
not have been 
pursued 

    

 

Support for Southern Researchers 

5. What type of support, if any, did this research provide to Southern researchers, aside from 
funding? 

Formal training Intensive mentoring Occasional advice None 

    

 

6. If the research provided support, what evidence, if any, is there of its effectiveness? 

Participants 
acquired a 
new skill 

Participants’ 
visibility was 
increased 
through 
publication 

Participants’ 
visibility was 
Increased 
through 
conferences 

Participants’ 
policy 
influence was 
increased 

Participants’ 
mentoring 
role within 
the field of 
Inclusive 
growth was 
increased 

Participants’ 
career 
prospects 
were 
improved 

      

 
Please explain/justify your answer 

 
7. Had IDRC support not been available, would similar support have been available from some 

other source? 

Yes No 

  

 

Please explain/justify your answer 
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8.  Did the participating institution(s) receive any support from this project? 

Yes No 

  

 

6. If yes, please describe: 

 

 

Policy Influence 

7. To what extent was the research directed to a current policy issue? 

Very policy focused Moderately policy 
focused 

Marginally policy 
focused 

Not policy focused 

    

 

Please explain/justify your answer 

 

8. What means, if any, were used to influence policy? 

Policy briefs Policy-maker 
seminars 

Media None 

    

 
 

9. Would efforts to reach policy-makers have occurred without the SIG program? 
 

Yes No 

  

 
 

Please explain/justify your answer 

 
 

10. How would you rate the influence of this research on policy? 

Very strong Moderately strong Weak No influence 

    

 

Please explain/justify your answer 
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11. What policy, if any, benefitted from this research?  Please describe: 

 

 

12. Would the above policy have gone forward without this research? 

Yes No 

  

 

Please explain/justify your answer 

 

Gender  

9. To what extent did the research include a specific gender dimension? 
 

Strongly Moderately Barely Not included 

    

 
Please explain/justify your answer 

 
10. Did the research make use of a technique or data especially concerned with gender? 

 

Yes No 

  

 

11. If yes, please describe: 

 

 

12. Did the research yield a result specifically concerned with gender?  

Yes No 

  

 

13. If yes, please describe: 

 

 

14. Did the project team provide or arrange specific support for the gender component of the 
analysis? 
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Yes NO 

  

 

15. If yes, please describe: 

 

 

16. Would the gender component of the research have been undertaken in the absence of this 
project? 

Yes No 

  

 

Please explain/justify your answer 

 

Summary Assessment 

4. Overall, do you consider this project a good use of IDRC funds? 

Very  good use Moderately good use  Marginally good use Not good use 

    

 

Please explain/justify your answer 

 

5. Do you believe that IDRC’s effort to combine support for Southern researchers and a strong 
policy focus with the traditional research objective of contributing to knowledge is a more 
useful approach than a single-minded concern with generating new knowledge? 

Strongly agree Mildly agree Mildly disagree Disagree 

    

 

Please explain/justify your answer 

 

6. Please comment on what you regard as the greatest strengths of IDRC research and/or what 
could be done to improve IDRC’s performance: 

 

 

 
Thank you 
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ANNEXE J: NOTE ON COST EFFECTIVENESS 

The information used to check for cost-effectiveness of the sample projects was as follows.   

Research Papers:  The cost per paper (working papers and published papers combined) 

reported in a recent World Bank evaluation is about $100,00024.  This is on the high side 

because it includes the considerable time of high-cost World Bank staff as well as a few 

outputs (data, model development) other than papers.  Since IDRC typically uses Southern 

researchers, the panel decided to look within the sample of SIG projects for a more 

representative standard.  The project entitled Social Protection and Labor Market Outcomes of 

the Youth in South Africa is a good candidate for this purpose since it focused almost 

completely on producing papers (no data collection, little capacity building, etc).  This 

approach yielded a figure of CAD36,000 per paper, the guideline used in this evaluation.   

Workshops/conferences:  GDN kindly budgeted a three-day workshop for 25 participants for 

the evaluation panel25.  The total cost of $60,000 has been used as a rough guide for assessing 

expenditures on workshops, conferences, and policy seminars in SIG projects.  Of course, the 

particulars -- number of days, number of participants, etc -- will vary but GDN provided 

considerable information on unit costs so adjustments could be made.   

Surveys:  According to Chapter XXIII, Living Standards Measurement Study Surveys, by Kinnon 

Scott, Diane Steele, and Tilahun Temesgan, LSMS surveys typically have a sample size of 2,000 

to 5,000 households and cost between $400,000 and $1,500,000, implying a cost per 

household of between $200 and $30026.  LSMS surveys are quite comprehensive so the 

evaluation panel opted for the lower figure as its guide for SIG-funded surveys. 

  

                                    
24 Knowledge for Change Program: Synthesis Evaluation Report, Lyn Squire, September, 2012.  
25 Personal communication from Pierre Jaquet to Lyn Squire dated November 4, 2014. 
26 Household Sample Surveys in Developing and Transition Countries (United Nations, 2005). 
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ANNEXE K: DETAILED RQ+ RESULTS 

Table K1. Research Quality, summary findings of 18 projects 

Dimensions Average Min Max Std Dev N 

1.0 Research Integrity  5.3 1.0 7.0 1.6 18 

2.1  Addressing negative consequences and 

outcomes for research participants and for 

affected populations  4.5 1.0 6.0 1.9 6 

 2.2 Gender Responsiveness 
3.7 1.0 8.0 2.1 16 

2.3 Inclusiveness of vulnerable populations 
4.8 1.0 7.0 1.7 9 

2.4 Engagement with local knowledge 
5.6 2.0 7.0 1.6 16 

3.1: Originality  
5.1 1.0 8.0 1.7 17 

3.2 Relevance  6.6 3.0 8.0 1.3 17 

4.1 Knowledge Accessibility and sharing  6.2 2.0 8.0 1.5 17 

4.2 Timeliness and Actionability  

6.1 2.0 8.0 1.3 17 

Efficiency (costs per output) 5.9 1.0 7.0 1.5 17 

Overall Quality  5.2           0.3 6.6 1.7 18 

 Note: 1-2: Unacceptable, 3-4: Less than acceptable; 5-6: Acceptable/Good; 7-8: Very Good 
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Table K2. Key Influences, summary findings of 18 projects 

Key Influences Average Min Max 
Standard 
Deviation 

Maturity Of Research Field 
2.1 1.0 3.0 0.9 

Research Capacity 
Strengthening:  

1.6 1.0 3.0 0.6 

Risk in the Data 
Environment 

1.9 1.0 3.0 0.7 

Risk in the Research 
Environment 

1.5 1.0 3.0 0.8 

Risk in the Political 
Environment 

1.6 1.0 3.0 0.8 

Note: Low Focus/Established Field:1, Medium Focus/Emerging Field: 2, High Focus/New Field:3 
 

Table K3. Correlation Coefficients, Dimensions of Research Quality and Key Influences 

 Res 

Integ  

 Gender 

Responsive 

Engagement 

with local 

knowledge 

Originality Relevance  Know 

Acc 

Timeliness Overall 

Quality 

Research 

Integrity  

 -0.15 0.46 0.90 0.39 0.74 0.79 0.93 

Engagement 

with local 

knowledge 

   0.36 0.41 0.54 0.55 0.72 

Originality      0.35 0.56 0.56 0.79 

Relevance       0.81 0.66 0.62 

Knowledge 

Accessibility and 

sharing  

      0.82 0.84 

Timeliness and 

Actionability  

       0.89 

Maturity Of 

Research Field 

0.29     0.04  0.18 

Research 

Capacity 

Strenghening 

-0.06     -0.09  -0.10 

Risk in the Data 

Environment 

-0.05     -0.18  -0.15 

Risk in the 

Research 

0.05     -0.26  -0.06 
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Environment 

Risk in the 

Political 

Environment 

0.03     0.34  0.10 

Note: Res Int: Research Inegrity; Know Acc: Knowledge Accessibility and sharing   
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Table K4. Quality of Research, by Stage of Evolution of SIG 

Dimensions   SIG Stage 1     SIG Stage 2  

1.0 Research Integrity  4.9 5.8 

2.1  Addressing negative consequences and 

outcomes for research participants and for 

affected populations  2.0 1.0 

 2.2 Gender Responsiveness 
3.3 3.1 

2.3 Inclusiveness of vulnerable populations 
3.3 1.4 

2.4 Engagement with local knowledge 
4.3 5.6 

3.1: Originality  
4.0 5.6 

3.2 Relevance  6.4 6.0 

4.1 Knowledge Accessibility and sharing  5.7 6.1 

4.2 Timeliness and Actionability  

5.8 5.7 

Cost Efficiency 6.0 5.1 

Overall Rating 4.9 5.4 

N 9 9 

Note: 1-2: Unacceptable, 3-4: Less than acceptable; 5-6: Acceptable/Good; 7-8: Very Good 
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ANNEXE L: SURVEY RESPONSES FROM SOUTHERN POLICY-MAKERS AND MEMBERS OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY 

SOUTHERN POLICY-MAKERS: 

Question 1: How would you rate the contribution of the IDRC research project mentioned in 

the email to the claim quoted and underlined in the same email?  

Answer Choices  Responses  

 
Very valuable  

45.45%  
5 

 
Moderately valuable  

27.27%  
3  

 
Slightly valuable  

0.00%  
0  

 
Not valuable  

27.27%  
3 

Total 11 

 

MEMBERS OF DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY: 

Question 1: How familiar are you with IDRC’s program of research entitled Supporting Inclusive 

Growth? 
  

Answer Choices – Responses – 

– 
Very familiar 

0.00% 
0 

– 
Somewhat familiar 

50.00% 
6 

– 
Not very familiar 

8.33% 
1 

– 
Not at all familiar 

41.67% 
5 

Total 12 
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Question 2: If you are familiar with this program at least to some degree, please rate the 

research in the following four dimensions 

  

 
Extremely good 

Moderately 
good 

Average Poor  
Not 

relevant
  

  
Professional Quality 

12.50% 
1 

62.50% 
5 

0.00% 
0 

12.50% 
1 

12.50% 
1 

  
8 

  
Contribution to Knowledge 

12.50% 
1 

62.50% 
5 

12.50% 
1 

0.00% 
0 

12.50% 
1 

  
8 

  
Usefulness to Policy-
makers 

12.50% 
1 

37.50% 
3 

37.50% 
3 

0.00% 
0 

12.50% 
1 

  
8 

  
Effectiveness in Building 
Local Research Capacity 

42.86% 
3 

14.29% 
1 

28.57% 
2 

0.00% 
0 

14.29% 
1 

  
7 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 


