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Four challenges in selecting and implementing
methods to monitor and evaluate participatory
processes: example from the Rwenzori region,
Uganda

Abstract

Participatory approaches are now increasingly recognized and used as an essential element of policies and
programs, especially in regards to natural resource management (NRM). Most practitioners, decision-makers
and researchers having adopted participatory approaches also acknowledge the need to monitor and evaluate
such approaches in order to audit their effectiveness, support decision-making or improve learning. Many
manuals and frameworks exist on how to carry out monitoring and evaluation (M&E) for participatory
processes. However, few provide guidelines on the selection and implementation of M&E methods, an aspect
which is also often obscure in published studies, at the expense of the transparency, reliability and validity of
the study. In this paper, we argue that the selection and implementation of M&E methods are particularly
strategic when monitoring and evaluating a participatory process. We demonstrate that evaluators of
participatory processes have to tackle a quadruple challenge when selecting and implementing methods: using
mixed-methods, both qualitative and quantitative; assessing the participatory process, its outcomes, and its
context; taking into account both the theory and participants’ views; and being both rigorous and adaptive.
The M&E of a participatory planning process in the Rwenzori Region, Uganda, is used as an example to show
how these challenges unfold on the ground and how they can be tackled. Based on this example, we conclude
by providing tools and strategies that can be used by evaluators to ensure that they make utile, feasible,
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coherent, transparent and adaptive methodological choices when monitoring and evaluating participatory
processes for NRM.
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1. Introduction

Participatory approaches are now increasingly recognized and used as an essential element of policies and
programs, especially related to environmental or natural resource management (NRM) (Dyer et al. 2014; Vacik
et al. 2014). Participatory processes for NRM can be defined as the involvement of members of the public in
agenda-setting, decision-making, and policy-forming activities of organizations or institutions responsible for
NRM (based on Rowe and Frewer 2004). In the remainder of this paper, the term “participatory processes”
refers to participatory processes in the field of NRM. Most practitioners, decision-makers and researchers
having adopted participatory processes also acknowledge the need to monitor and evaluate such processes
(e.g. Conrad et al. 2011). Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) is usually undertaken to audit the efficiency and
effectiveness of the participatory process, support decisions about the process and learning and documenting
experiences (Forss 2005). Evaluators may be independent judges, participants in a process, evaluation experts
or researchers.

M&E of NRM participatory processes pose specific challenges compared to both M&E of “non-participatory”
processes and M&E of participatory processes in other fields. For example, participation of a wide range of
stakeholders generates a multiplicity of perspectives and objectives in terms of what the M&E should entail,
and how and when it should be carried out. In parallel, the complexity of social–ecological systems, which
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involve diverse actors and sectors, variable stressors, ambiguous cause-effect relationships, and continuous
and non-linear changes, preclude the use of traditional approaches to evaluation (Faber and Alkemade 2011).

Many of the challenges faced by evaluators when monitoring and evaluating participatory processes relate to
the selection and implementation of M&E methods. M&E methods are defined here as the techniques or
procedures used to obtain and collate raw data on the participatory process. These include, among others,
document reviews, interviews, participant observation, questionnaires or modelling. The choice and
implementation of methods are particularly strategic when monitoring and evaluating a participatory process.
This is for various reasons:


Methods chosen may impact the results of the study and its quality, validity, and credibility (Patton
1999);



There are no agreed-upon evaluation methods (Rosener 1981) as evaluation of a participatory
process is very context specific and therefore methods have to be context-sensitive (Blackstock et al.
2007); and



M&E methods reflect the values and norms within the evaluation practice, they are the direct mirror
of whether the evaluation is ethical (Laitinen 2005).

It is therefore essential for evaluators to make informed choice when selecting and implementing M&E
methods.

Many manuals exist on how to carry out M&E (Fitz-Gibbon and Lyons Morris 1987; IDRC 1997; The World Bank
2004; UNDP 2009). Many frameworks also exist to guide the M&E of participatory processes in general
(Abelson et al. 2003; Rosener 1981; Rowe and Frewer 2000) and related to NRM specifically (Bellamy et al.
2001; Dyer et al. 2014; Webler 1995; Beierle and Konisky 2000; Hassenforder, Smajgl, and Ward 2015). This
literature is useful in terms of providing lists of variables to assess the effectiveness of participatory processes
and guidelines on the various steps to follow. However, these manuals and frameworks are not helpful when it
comes to choosing between M&E methods and implementing them (Forss, 2005 Annex 4.A1). As a result,
many studies on participatory processes do not make the M&E methods used transparent (Frewer and Rowe
2005) at the expense of the transparency, reliability and validity of the study.
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The aim of our paper is to identify challenges that evaluators have to tackle when selecting and implementing
methods to monitor and evaluate participatory processes (section two) and to provide tools and strategies to
address these challenges (section four). The M&E of a participatory planning process in the Rwenzori Region,
Uganda, is used as an example to show how these challenges unfold on the ground and how they can be
tackled (section three).

2. A quadruple challenge for M&E methods

Four main debates relate to the M&E of participatory processes. They pose a quadruple challenge to the
selection and implementation of M&E methods. These debates are between: 1/ qualitative and quantitative
methods, 2/ process and outcome-oriented M&E, 3/ theory-based and participant-based M&E and 4/ static
and adaptive M&E. By selecting and implementing M&E methods, practitioners, decision-makers and
researchers take a position among these debates. This position can impact the consideration given to the M&E
results by the different stakeholders. Evaluators need to be aware of these debates and make their position
transparent.

2.1 Qualitative and quantitative M&E methods

When selecting M&E methods, practitioners can choose among a range of possible methods. These methods
are often categorized in two clusters: methods which are more quantitative in nature such as surveys or
questionnaires and methods which are more qualitative in nature such as interviews or participant
observation. A plethora of manuals or books exist which explain in detail how to implement qualitative or
quantitative methods (e.g. Hennink et al. 2010; Mack et al. 2005; Maxim 1999; Taylor 2005). Even though
some authors, like Blackstock et al. (2007) or Forss (2005 p.54) underline that “there is a trend towards
qualitative methods as evaluation tasks become more complex”, other authors suggest that the distinction
between the two “seems of limited relevance, as the qualitative and quantitative nature of data tends to
merge in the course of a practical evaluation”(De Vaus, 2001 in Forss, 2005 p.59). Other authors still, suggest
to build on this distinction and to use both qualitative and quantitative methods. This “methodological
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pluralism” is advocated, among others, by authors in mixed-methods research (e.g. Brannen 1992; Brewer and
Hunter 1989; Creswell 2003; Teddlie and Tashakkori 2009), public participation evaluation (e.g. Bamberger,
1990; Chess, 2000; Cook, 1997) and systems thinking (e.g. Cabrera et al. 2008). Rationale for this
“methodological pluralism” is that multiple methods and triangulation of observation can contribute to
methodological rigor in evaluation (Patton, 1987). It is especially relevant when neither qualitative nor
quantitative methods alone are sufficient to monitor and evaluate the object under consideration (Teddlie and
Tashakkori 2009), as is the case for participatory processes. Based on these considerations, we too, suggest to
use mixed-methods when evaluating participatory processes. Creswell (2009) highlights that methodological
challenges in using mixed-methods, particularly in interventions and action research, has only started being
addressed recently. Methodological challenges identified so far include, among others, validity aspects, ethical
issues, prevalence of one type of method over the other and timing of integration (qualitative before
quantitative, vice-versa or simultaneity) (Creswell 2009; Greene et al. 2001). Our study aims to contribute to
this endeavour.

2.2 Process and outcome-oriented M&E

A second dichotomy is between monitoring and evaluating the outcomes of a participatory process and the
process itself (Chess and Purcell 1999; Rowe and Frewer 2000). The former focuses on monitoring and
evaluating the results in order to determine whether the participatory means are successful. Results include,
for example, better accepted decisions, consensus or education depending on the targeted objectives of the
participatory process. The latter emphasizes the importance of the means – rather than the results – and looks
at aspects such as fairness, information exchange, group process, and procedures (Chess and Purcell 1999).
While some authors advocate for the assessment of outcomes when monitoring and evaluating a participatory
process (Beierle 1999; Frewer and Rowe 2005), many recognize that the process, along with other external
factors, may have an influence on the outcomes and therefore needs to be considered (Chess and Purcell
1999). Analysts who believe that both process and outcomes should be considered when monitoring and
evaluating a participatory process belong to the “middle ground” (Carnes et al. 1996; IAP2 2007; Rowe and
Frewer 2000). We adopt this “middle ground” approach. In order to take into account other possible external
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factors potentially impacting the process and outcomes, we also include a third cluster on the “context”.
Extreme weather events, like droughts or floods for instance, can impact the process and its outcomes by
modifying participants’ priorities and redefining their objectives. The importance of the “context” is often
emphasized in the literature (e.g. Beierle and Cayford 2002; McAllister 1999; Midgley 2007), but few authors
detail how to assess it (for an example see Blackstock et al., 2007). Our study aims at bridging this gap.

2.3 Theory-based and participant-based M&E

Another division which often appears when it comes to monitor and evaluate participatory processes is
between those who define evaluation criteria a priori, based on the literature, and those who consider that
participants should have a say in the M&E design. Both approaches have advantages. Theory-based evaluation
makes the M&E generally more consistent and eases the comparability of results through more systematic
criteria and methods (Fiorino 1990; Frewer and Rowe 2005; Webler 1995). Participant-based evaluation, on
the other hand, may allow 1/ for greater trust between the evaluator and the respondent (Conrad et al. 2011),
2/ to build on participants’ knowledge of the context and therefore have methods which are more contextsensitive (Dietz and Stern 2008), 3/ for greater learning since “those who learn most in the process of
evaluation are those who actually do the job – who interview, process surveys, etc.” (Forss, 2005 p.48), and 4/
to capture the diversity of views about the M&E design, including the methods (Bellamy et al. 2001; Rowe et
al. 2004). A “middle ground” exists in this division as well: certain authors recognize the possibility to combine
both theoretical and participatory elements, for example by “deriving criteria from theory, and subsequently
prioritizing these with the involvement of stakeholders” (Conrad et al. 2011 p.763; see also Chess 2000). If
employed carefully, this approach allows to build on advantages of both approaches. However, we argue that
this might be difficult to implement in practice. Indeed, if participatory M&E in itself can be challenging
(Opondo et al. 2006), deconstructing theoretical assumptions and creatively designing and adapting new
methods to each local situation with stakeholders can be even more difficult (Matthews 2004; Daniell 2012).
Some practical and theoretical insights exist on how to combine both, such as Midgley’s “creative design of
methods” (2000) or Scriven’s “goal-free evaluation”(1982), but they are few. In the former, Midgley suggests
that different methods may be used to address people's purposes for the intervention. These are determined
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based on a series of systemically interrelated questions defined jointly. Goal free evaluation, just as its name
states, involves carrying out an evaluation without predetermined goal. Methods are chosen based on their
ability to uncover the actual effects or outcomes of a process which are then compared with the actual needs
of the participants. Our paper provides a concrete example of how both theoretical and participatory elements
can be combined. In order to account for the multiplicity of viewpoints related to the M&E, our framework
encourages to clarify the “M&E viewpoints”, including what the M&E objectives are, who the evaluators are
and what methods are employed.

2.4 Static and adaptive M&E

Finally, a fourth debate is between an “old-fashioned” or static model of evaluation prevalent in the 1980’s
and more adaptive, pluralist, collaborative models of evaluation which developed strongly since the 1990’s
(Pollitt 1999). In the static model, M&E is seen as independent and scientific and requires the strict
comparison between the characteristics of an object (in our case a participatory process and its participants) in
a point A in time (ex-ante) and the same characteristics of the same object in a point B in time (ex-post). An
example of method to carry out a “static” M&E is Before After Control Impact (BACI) analysis (Smith et al.
1993). This model does not cater for any modification of the variables or the methods used while the M&E is
running. The adaptive evaluation model encompasses various approaches: empowerment evaluation
(Fetterman et al. 1996), fourth generation evaluation (Lincoln and Guba 1989), critical evaluation (Everitt
1996), utilization-focused evaluation (Patton, 1997), pluralist evaluation (Duran et al. 1995), systemic
evaluation (Boyd et al. 2007), systematic evaluation (Rossi et al. 1999) and democratic evaluation (Floc’hlay
and Plottu 1998). One common element among these approaches and a determinant of the adaptive model is
“an agreement that active participation by major stakeholders is fundamental to good evaluation practice”
(Pollitt 1999 p.79) and that the M&E design and methods can, or should, to a certain extent, be adaptive “on
the way”. The latter element is based on the assumption that surprises may emerge in the course of the
participatory process which the evaluators may not have expected and which might be “more interesting than
ascertaining whether targets were met or analyzing how a project was implemented” (Forss 2005 p.48).
Evaluators must then be equipped with adequate methods to capture or discover the “unknowable”. Following
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Chess (2000), we suggest that monitoring and evaluating change requires a rigorous comparison of the same
object at two points in time but that the methods used should at the same time be adaptive to be able to
capture the unexpected. Yet few theoretical or empirical sources explain how to do that. Our study aims at
providing guidelines in that respect.

In summary, we argue that evaluators of participatory processes have to tackle a quadruple challenge when
selecting and implementing M&E methods:


Using mixed-methods, both qualitative and quantitative,



Assessing the participatory process, its outcomes, and its context,



Taking into account both theory and participants’ views,



Being rigorous and adaptive.

These four challenges are strongly interconnected. For example, theory-based M&E is often associated with
static M&E or outcome-oriented M&E with adaptive M&E. As highlighted by Chess (2000 p.779), “as the field
of social evaluation has matured, many of the dichotomies have become blurred”. While acknowledging this
interconnectedness and blurredness, we argue that practitioners, decision-makers and researchers need to
recognize these challenges in order to make their position and methodological choices more transparent.

But tackling this quadruple challenge on the ground can be particularly difficult for practitioners willing to
monitor and evaluate participatory processes. In section three, we take the example of the M&E of a
participatory planning process in the Rwenzori Region, Uganda, to show how these challenges unfold on the
ground and how they can be tackled.

3. Example of the M&E of the Rwenzori participatory planning process
in Uganda

9

The Rwenzori is a mountain range located in western Uganda, at the border with the Democratic Republic of
Congo. In 2010, a group of researchers from Mountains of the Moon Community University, based in the
1

Rwenzori, answered a call from the European Union to participate in a project called AfroMaison .
Afromaison’s objective was to "contribute to put into practice the concept of Integrated Natural Resource
Management (INRM) at the meso-scale in Africa" (AfroMaison 2010). Part of this project was dedicated to the
proposal and the validation of INRM plans actively engaging concerned stakeholders (see section 3.1).

A framework was developed to monitor and evaluate the Rwenzori participatory process. The framework is
based on three main clusters: context, process, and outputs, outcomes and impacts (See Figure 1 and
Hassenforder et al. 2016, for a detailed description of the framework development and implementation).

The application of this framework involves six phases:
1.

Description of the case,

2.

Clarification of the M&E viewpoint(s) and definition of the M&E objective(s),

3.

Identification of the context, process and outcomes analytical variables based on the M&E
objective(s),

4.

Development of the M&E methods to inform the variables and data collection,

5.

Analysis of the data collected in order to inform the M&E objective(s),

6.

Sharing of the M&E results.

Sections 3.1 to 3.6 detail the application of these six phases on the Rwenzori case. We specifically emphasize
on the method-related phase of the framework (phase four) to identify challenges in selecting and
implementing M&E methods.

3.1 Phase 1. Description of the case

1

AfroMaison project (2011-2014): " Africa at a meso-scale: Adaptive and integrated tools and strategies for
natural resources management " funded by the 7th Framework Program of the European Union, theme "
ENV.2010.2.1.1-1” [Integrated management of water and other natural resources in Africa].
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The Rwenzori case study site covers 14,000 km2 over seven districts and a population of about 2.4 million
people. The main social and environmental issues in the area include massive deforestation and
overexploitation of land and natural resources, including wetland encroachment, intensification of agriculture
and pollution and depletion of freshwater resources. Regular food shortages and diseases outbreaks occur,
adding to the burden of a population which is already partly below the poverty line.

The participatory planning process developed to address these social and environmental issues was adapted
2

from the Aquastress project (Ferrand et al. 2006) and comprised six phases:
1.

Procedural agreement,

2.

Evaluation and identification of long term common objectives,

3.

Action proposal,

4.

Selection and integration of actions,

5.

Test of the plan using participatory simulation tools (role-playing games), and

6.

Implementation plan.

This process was first implemented at the scale of the Rwenzori region, or “meso” scale, encompassing seven
districts, with a group of about 30 stakeholders through a series of four workshops over a period of 16 months,
from April 2012 to July 2013. The group included representatives of the civil society, local governments, the
private sector and universities. The process was then extended to the local scale, with 35 groups of about 16
farmers each, in different communities throughout the region. Each group participated in seven to eight
workshops.

3.2 Phase 2. Definition of the M&E viewpoints and objectives

In the Rwenzori, the M&E team was composed of “international” evaluators, namely researchers and a PhD
student from international research institutes, and “local” evaluators, including researchers from Mountains of
2

AquaStress Integrated Project (2005-2008): “Mitigation of WaterStress through new approaches to
Integrating management, technical, economic and institutional instruments” funded by the 6th Framework
Program of the European Union, Priority 1.1.6.3 [Global Change and Ecosystems].
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the Moon University and key participants. Due to the wide extension of the process locally and a strong
transfer posture, five “rapporteurs” were hired to monitor and evaluate the process at the local scale. Each
originated from one of the five to eight communities which they were in charge of and therefore spoke the
local dialects. All evaluators were “insiders” or “internal” evaluators in the sense that they were involved in
designing and implementing the participatory planning process.

There were two main sets of M&E objectives in the Rwenzori. For evaluators, the M&E objectives were (i) to
evaluate the institutional and organizational changes taking place among and beyond the group of participants
and (ii) to identify the contextual and procedural drivers for those changes. For participants, their objectives
for being involved in the M&E process were (i) to obtain a reflexive understanding of the participatory
planning process and its outcomes (ii) to make their progress and results visible to themselves and higher
policy makers and (iii) to set the scene for the future operational M&E of plan implementation and adaptation.

The M&E objectives were defined before the first workshop, during the procedural agreement phase, through
interviews carried out by the PhD student with evaluators and key participants. Following the interviews, the
M&E objectives were refined through discussions and trade-offs among evaluators. In parallel, the words and
concepts included in the M&E objectives, such as “institutional change” and “organizational change”, were
also clearly defined.

3.3 Phase 3. Identification of the analytical variables

Still during the procedural agreement phase, an initial list of variables to be monitored and evaluated was
established for each cluster, context, process and outcomes, based on a literature review. The objective here is
not to provide a full account of the literature reviewed, which is described elsewhere (Hassenforder, Pittock, et
al. 2016). This initial list of variables was then discussed with evaluators through informal discussions and with
ten key participants through interviews. Involvement of participants at this stage allowed to ensure the
context-specificity of the framework as well as to include analytical variables which were necessary to fulfil
their own participants’ M&E objective. To ensure the context-specificity of the framework, this phase was
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supplemented by a document review on the Rwenzori, two baseline studies and a stakeholder analysis (see
section 3.4).

The resulting M&E framework or list of variables for the M&E of the Rwenzori participatory planning process is
illustrated in Figure 1. The analytical variables added by participants to fulfil their own M&E objectives appear
in grey in Figure 1. Some of the variables in black, which had been identified through the literature, also
contribute to the participants’ M&E objectives.

13

Figure 1. Preliminary analytical framework for the M&E of the Rwenzori participatory planning process (2column fitting image) (Source: Hassenforder et al. 2016; based on the ENCORE Framework: Ferrand 2004
summarized in Daniell 2012 p.65-66; Ferrand and Daniell, 2006)

3.4 Phase 4. Development of the M&E methods and data collection

The concrete implementation of this framework on the ground goes through the development and use of
various M&E methods to inform the variables listed in Figure 1.

In practice, the four theoretical challenges highlighted in section two took the shape of two practical issues.
The first issue relates to the geographical scale: the participatory planning process took place both at the meso
and local scales in parallel, and extension to the local scale was not initially planned. This multiplicity of scales
required M&E methods to be adapted “on the way” to local participants whose literacy level was low. It also
required to include more evaluators in the M&E team since the original team was not large enough and did
not have the skills, for example the dialect, to monitor the process in the 35 communities. The second issue
relates to the timing of the M&E. On the one hand, the “static” evaluation of the participatory process requires
an assessment of the situation ex-ante and ex-post as well as punctually, during “key moments” of the process.
“Key moments” are defined in the frame of participatory processes as moments when participants get
together to work on a collaborative endeavour. In the Rwenzori case, key moments were the workshops. We
argue that these moments are particularly important to monitor and evaluate because they are often at the
origin of changes such as shifting viewpoints, perspective-taking and decision-making. On the other hand, the
monitoring of the process also needs to track what is happening permanently, in between the workshops,
which can be challenging because many decisions and actions might take place “behind closed doors” which
are not accessible to evaluators. Several M&E methods were therefore selected and developed to monitor and
3

evaluate the Rwenzori process at various points in time (see Figure 2): ex-ante, punctual, permanent, ex-post
and long term.

3

It would be tempting to associate punctual and permanent M&E with formative evaluation and ex-post and
long-term M&E with summative evaluation. Based on Scriven (1991), we define formative evaluation as
evaluation intended to improve the participatory process while summative evaluation implies some form of
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Figure 2. M&E methods used at various points in time in the Rwenzori case (2-column fitting image; M&E
methods in black are the ones that are similar for both the meso and the local scales. M&E methods in grey are
the M&E methods used for the meso scale and which were then adapted to the geographical extent and
literacy conditions of the local scale)

Four main methods were used for the ex-ante M&E. They aimed primarily at establishing a baseline of the
situation before the beginning of the process and to discuss the M&E objectives and variables with key
participants. Two baseline studies were made to describe the baseline situation in the Rwenzori region and
nationally including issues such as population, health, literacy, climate, vegetation, agricultural systems, social
networks and NRM policies and institutions (Migongo-Bake and Catactutan 2012; Montserrat et al. 2013).
These studies were supplemented by a document review specifically focusing on the M&E aspects of interest,
namely NRM institutions and organizations. The review included mainly an examination of secondary
documentation, including local council reports, PhD and master dissertations, other project reports and local

final judgment of the participatory process. However, following Chambers (1994), we argue that the distinction
between formative and summative evaluation is more based on the objectives of the M&E and the use which
is made of the data collected than on the timing of methods’ implementation.
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media. Ten preliminary open qualitative interviews were also made with key participants and evaluators. A
stakeholder analysis was established based on the baseline study, document review and interviews.

The main permanent M&E method was a “logbook” on the model developed in Etienne (2011) meant to
record all interventions, sessions, interactions, events and other external or contextual factors, whether
environmental, relational, socio-economic, or political, taking place in the area. It took the form of a
computerized database whose entries were made by evaluators through a questionnaire available on a
website. Information included in the logbook was based on the evaluators’ knowledge and observation and on
primary documents, such as minutes of meetings, interview transcripts, email exchanges and local media. In
total, 307 events were entered into the logbook, covering a period of four years between July 2010 and July
2014. As highlighted by Chess (2000 p.770) “One of the major difficulties of evaluating environmental public
participation programmes […] is the lack of data collected as part of routine implementation”. He suggests for
practitioners to “record data, using a computerized template to minimize reporting burden [...]. These data
(e.g. numbers of participants at meetings, minutes of meetings and names of stakeholder groups, etc.) could
provide a beginning for researchers’ evaluation of public participation efforts”. This is exactly what our logbook
ought to do.

For the punctual M&E made during the workshops, various methods were developed (see Figure 2). These are
attendance lists, pictures and videos, interviews, expectations, participant observation and questionnaires. For
both the meso and the local scales, attendance at workshops was tracked by name thanks to attendance lists
including information on gender, geographical provenance, profession and literacy. All sessions were
photographed and some were partly filmed. Semi-structured interviews were conducted at the end of each
workshop. They were made with facilitators, participants, non-participants living in similar conditions than the
participants (for comparison between areas with and without the process) and non-participants who are
participants’ relatives (friends, family and colleagues - to monitor the effects of the process outside of the
group considered). Selection of interviewees within these groups was made using purposive and snowball
sampling techniques, while trying to balance conditions in terms of gender, geographical provenance and
profession. The list of questions used for the interviews is provided in Annex 1. Most of the 44 interviews were
made by international evaluators. At the beginning of the workshops, participants enacted their expectations
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writing them on post-its or expressing them aloud during a round table or a video interview. At the end of each
workshop, participants evaluated to what extent their expectations had been met using the same medium.

Two methods were used at the meso scale which were then adapted to the specific conditions of the local
scale (in grey in Figure 2). These are: participant observation and questionnaires. Participant observation
consisted in recording, during the workshops, interactions among participants, their physical behaviour,
mental states (e.g. joy, discontent), and changes in space (e.g. people entering or leaving the room) (based on
DeWalt and DeWalt 2002). At the meso scale, participant observation was made through “open” note-taking,
with no guidance provided, by international evaluators and facilitators. At the local scale, the five rapporteurs
were trained to participant observation. Since neither the rapporteurs nor the local facilitators were used to
taking notes or debriefing workshops, guidance was provided to them respectively through a “rapporteur
debriefing sheet” and a “facilitator debriefing sheet” (see Annexes 2 and 3). Questionnaires also differed
between the meso and local scales to adapt to the low literacy level in the communities. At the meso scale,
thorough questionnaires were distributed at the end of the workshops including aspects related to access to
information, representativeness, transparency, fairness in expression or convenience (see Annex 4). These
aspects were rated using a 5-point Likert scale and some were detailed through open questions. The
questionnaires also included questions about the role-playing game used for participatory planning to allow
evaluators and facilitators to get feedback about it and modify it accordingly. At the local scale, this
questionnaire was simplified to a great extent to include only five questions related to the participants’ level of
satisfaction, substantial learning, relational learning, innovation and creativity, and commitment for the future
via a 5-point semantic differential scale. The questionnaire was designed such that it could be completed by an
illiterate person without using a pen, by tearing notches (see Annex 5). In total, 137 questionnaires were
collected across the four meso workshops and 475 across the local workshops. Rapporteurs were equipped
with electronic tablets to take pictures of the workshops and of all the local M&E documents produced. This
followed a request made by communities who were willing to keep their M&E documents to be able to track
their progress. Rapporteurs then used the pictures of the documents to enter the data in an online database
accessible by all evaluators.
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The ex-post M&E method used was interviews based on the similar list of questions and interviewee selection
process than for the punctual M&E (see Annex 1).

The long-term M&E is made by an evaluator using the logbook and with regular updates via email and
telephone with facilitators and key participants. It lasts for a few months or years after the end of the process
and looks at, in addition to the outcomes and impacts in the medium and long terms, the concepts of
sustainability, viability and adaptation of the outcomes and impacts to further changing circumstances. As in
many projects, the long term M&E in the Ugandan case was constrained by the fact that AfroMaison project
had ended and therefore that no more budget was available for the M&E.

Figure 3 shows an example of the way in which variables were formulated into questions or items. Each
variable was populated by at least two M&E methods.

Figure 3. Example of the transformation of the “Learning about the social-environmental system” outcome
(O) variable into questions and items in the M&E methods (2-column fitting image)
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3.5 Phase 5. Analysis of the data collected

Data analysis was performed by the evaluators. Interviews, participant observations and questionnaires were
transcribed after each workshop. Transcripts were qualitatively analysed to identify the presence of the
variables, or codes, listed in the preliminary framework (Figure 1). All the data which did not correspond to any
of these variables was assigned a new code, corresponding to “surprises” or variables which emerged during
the analysis and had not been envisioned in the preliminary M&E framework. Some of the M&E methods used
were deliberately open-ended enough to capture these “surprises”. These are the questionnaires, interviews
and participant observation. For example, questions such as “what do you think of the planning process?”
allowed to identify elements which played a role in the institutional changes under consideration and which
had not been envisioned, neither by the literature, nor by participants. Coding was therefore made following
both an inductive and a deductive process (Fereday and Muir-Cochrane 2006). Five emerging process variables
or “surprises” were identified in such manner: the scale of the process, the use of role-playing-games, and the
strategic role played by the problem framing phase, champions and facilitators (Hassenforder, Barreteau, et al.
2015; Hassenforder, Brugnach, et al. 2016). These new variables were then added to the interview list of
questions which were to be asked after the following workshop. Coded data were subsequently grouped into
context, process and outcomes according to their nature.

Data could be triangulated thanks to the multiplicity of M&E methods used ensuring for each variable to be
populated by at least two methods (see Table 1). Coding of the data collected by the rapporteurs, which was
the most subject to misinterpretation, was triangulated by one international evaluator, one local evaluator and
one rapporteur.

Some of the data was analysed quantitatively. This included data collected through attendance lists,
expectations, Likert scale items in the thorough questionnaires and semantic differential scale items in the
simple questionnaires. This quantitative analysis allowed a larger sample of answers to be collected on
variables such as learning or fairness in expression. The best and lowest rated items were then investigated
further through interviews. Other examples of how multiple methods and datasets supported more
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comprehensive analysis through our approach included that data collected through the logbook was used to
inform the participant observation of the process. For instance, external events listed in the logbook such as
floods in the Kasese district, inflows of Congolese refugees or rumours of corruption were cognizant with
changes in perception and prioritization of some participants which could be observed through participant
observation. Additionally, data collected through attendance lists allowed to track the exact timing of
involvement of each participant in the process and supported analysis of their level of expectations,
commitment and perception of the problem.

3.6 Phase 6. Sharing of the M&E results

In the Ugandan case, results regarding participants’ M&E objectives were mainly a description of the
participatory planning process, including quantitative elements about the number of participants, their
representativeness in terms of gender, geographical provenance and profession. The M&E also allowed an
understanding to be gained of the participants’ opinion about aspects of the process such as transparency,
fairness in expression and legitimacy. The M&E results also encompassed a description of the main outputs
and outcomes obtained through the process. The main output was the Rwenzori region INRM plan. However,
the process also had “less tangible” outcomes such as learning, capacity-building, increased social capital and
social learning. Participants also started implementing actions individually, such as picking polythene bags
from rubbish pits or building energy saving stoves, or collectively, such as creating a pit for the local abattoir or
moving the washing bay away from the river bank. These results were presented through posters to
communities and presentations during workshops to meso scale participants. The latter were also provided
with reports summarizing the main outputs and outcomes of the process. Policy-makers received a policybrief. Presentations and reports also included an overview of the M&E methods employed which could be
used for the future operational M&E of plan implementation and adaptation.

Results regarding evaluators’ M&E objectives included the identification of the institutional and organizational
changes taking place among and beyond the group of participants and of the contextual and procedural
drivers for those changes. For this, two methods were used: the process-tracing method (George and Bennett
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2005) and the causal cluster approach (Young 2008). The combination of those methods involved establishing
links among clusters of contextual and procedural variables on the one hand and resulting institutional and
organizational outcomes on the other. The objective here is not to give a full account of the analytical methods
employed or the results obtained, which is provided elsewhere (Hassenforder, Barreteau, et al. 2015;
Hassenforder, Ferrand, et al. 2015). Rather, we provide an overview of the results and the communication
means used to share these results to the various audiences targeted. In Uganda, three main institutional and
organizational changes were identified and analysed using this data analysis technique: social learning, the
endorsement of the plan by the Rwenzori Regional Development Framework (RRDF), which is a coalition of
regional civil society organizations and other public and private stakeholders, and the integration of Mountains
of the Moon University in the environmental cluster of the RRDF. These results were presented to the research
community through peer-reviewed papers in scientific journals, conference presentations and project reports.

4. Discussion

In this section, we use the example of the Ugandan case to discuss how the four methodological challenges
highlighted in section two can be tackled. We provide tools and strategies that can be used by evaluators to
ensure that they make utile, feasible, coherent, transparent and adaptive methodological choices when
monitoring and evaluating participatory processes for NRM.

4.1 Qualitative and quantitative M&E methods

Some of the M&E methods used were more quantitative in nature, such as questionnaires, attendance lists
and Likert scales, while others were more qualitative in nature, such as interviews or participant observation.
The multiplicity of methods used allowed triangulation of the data collected as each variable had to be
populated by at least two different methods, as illustrated in Table 1.
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Using both qualitative and quantitative methods allowed a wider collection of data over content, time and
space as well as a complementarity in the data collected (McLaughlin et al. 2001; Patton, 1999). For instance,
using questionnaires allowed information to be collected from all participants and regularly throughout the
process when interviewing all of them regularly was not possible due to a lack of time or budget. However,
these methods did not allow “surprises”, or elements that were not included in the initial M&E framework, to
be easily captured. They were therefore usefully complemented with interviews and participant observation.
These allowed more in-depth information - such as participants’ values, concerns and perceptions - and
additional observations - such as the environment in which the interview takes place, the behaviour of the
respondent, his/her hesitations or the presence of other people around - to be collected (Morgan et al. 1992).
For in-depth discussions on the benefits and limitations of using mixed-methods, see e.g. Bryman (2006), Forss
(2005) and Johnson & Onwuegbuzie (2004). For example, one of the failures faced in the Rwenzori case that
mixed methods were not able to resolve related to the use of Likert scales in simple questionnaires in
communities. All participants always rated the maximum to all questions. While this could be seen as an
apologist opinion of the process, it was certainly biased by factors such as the presence of external researchers
or the fact that local farmers were not used to give their opinion. Interviews were not much more helpful in
collecting the “real” opinions of some of these participants since some interviewees, especially women, were
not very talkative, even when interviewed by a local rapporteur or a woman.

Despite these limitations, we suggest that using a simple table, such as the one presented in Table 1, allows for
the complementarity of the mixed-methods used to be checked.
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a

Table 1. Mixed methods and complementarity among them - Example of the Rwenzori process variables (X
= “direct” M&E: data is collected directly, for e.g. through a direct question to participants, O = “indirect” M&E:
no direct question on this variable but potentially addressed via an open question or item).

a

For concision purposes, only process variables were included in Table 3. A similar table can be drawn with

context and outcome variables.

Table 1 can help evaluators to:


ensure that each analytical variable (on the left) is populated;



easily view which methods populates which variables;



make sure that each variable is populated by at least two methods (triangulation);
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ensure that each analytical variable is “directly” monitored and evaluated (X) but also that “indirect”
data is provided for this variable (O); and



easily view which methods provide quantitative data or qualitative data and therefore to easily
identify where to find the data when undertaking their analysis.

4.2 Process and outcome-oriented M&E

The M&E framework used to monitor and evaluate the Rwenzori case, and illustrated in Figure 1, is based on
three main clusters. Therefore, not only does it allow monitoring and evaluation of the process and its
outcomes, but also the context in which these take place.

The remaining difficulty for the M&E methods lies in monitoring and evaluating the simultaneous multiple
dynamics and feedbacks among these three clusters of variables, as illustrated by the arrows in Figure 1.
Indeed, these variables may change simultaneously. Context is not monitored “before”, process “during” and
outcomes “after”. All evolve concurrently. For instance, certain outcomes, such as social learning, may emerge
as a result of existing social inequality issues (context variable) and early involvement of participants in the
process (process variables) and may in turn create new relationships among participants (context variable) and
increase the legitimacy of some participants in the remaining of the process (process variables).

We argue that adopting a “causal cluster” approach (Young 2008) and the process-tracing method (George and
Bennett 2005), as explained in section 3.6, partly allows to cater for this complexity. For a detailed explanation
on how to use these methods, see Hassenforder et al. (2015).

4.3 Theory-based and participant-based M&E

Section 3.3 illustrated how the analytical variables were initially selected based on the theory and
subsequently discussed and modified by evaluators and key participants involved in the M&E design (phase
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three of the M&E framework). However, other phases of the M&E were also based both on theory and on
participants’ views, as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. M&E phases based on theory and/or on participants’ views

The description of the case (phase one) was based on a review of the literature as well as on evaluators’ and
facilitators’ knowledge of the area. Evaluators coordinated the overall M&E process and were therefore
involved in all phases. Definition of the M&E objectives (phase two) was made based on interviews of
evaluators and ten key participants (see section 3.2). To a certain extent, the evaluators’ M&E objectives,
related to the monitoring of institutional changes, was also based on the literature as it had been identified by
AfroMaison as a key study area, explaining the involvement of a PhD student in the investigation. The
development of M&E methods (phase four) was initially based on the literature, and then extensively
reviewed by local evaluators to adapt it to the case context. Local evaluators reformulated interview questions
and questionnaire items for a greater understanding by respondents and selected the symbols to be used in
the “simple” questionnaire. As primary users of the logbook, they advised on how to make it user friendly in a
context where power cuts are frequent and internet unreliable. Facilitators were also involved in data
collection as they distributed questionnaires and made participant observations of the workshops. Overall, the
input of local evaluators and facilitators was of great value to maximize adaptability and transferability of the
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M&E methods. For phase four, participants were involved as informants only. Data analysis and reporting
(phases five and six), were made by evaluators based on guidelines provided in the literature and through
scientific publications. Facilitators contributed to sharing M&E results with participants. The main difficulty for
tackling this challenge in the Rwenzori case was to engage key participants in the M&E process. Most
participants were more interested in the outcomes of the project than in its M&E. Hence their involvement
was rather passive, providing inputs through interviews.

Participatory M&E may not always be relevant. When it is, we suggest that the role of the various
stakeholders, whether evaluators, facilitators or participants, in the six phases of the M&E process be made
clear from the very beginning of the collaboration. As suggested by Chess (2000), participatory evaluation may
increase available information, interest and usefulness but it raises issues that must be discussed explicitly,
such as: who should be involved? Will those involved have influence on the evaluation? Will certain interest
groups have undue power? A table like Table 2 can be a useful reminder of the roles and responsibilities of
each and everyone involved in the M&E.

4.4 Static and adaptive M&E

The initial list of variables shown in Figure 2 was monitored and evaluated before, during and after the
participatory process thanks to the various M&E methods, as presented in section 3.4. We suggest the use of a
comparative method like Before After Control Impact (BACI) to carry out the analysis (Smith et al. 1993). This
allows for a “static” ex-post comparison that can reveal the system changes in the given period.

In parallel, three strategies were used to ensure the adaptivity of the M&E methods used: interaction between
data collection and data analysis to uncover “surprises”, “thinking theoretically” and reformulation “on the
way” of the misunderstood or repetitive items. First, the iterative interaction between data collection and data
analysis detailed in section 3.5 allowed reliability and validity of the M&E results to be attained (Morse et al.
2002). It allowed not only the uncovering of “surprises” but also for variables emerging from data to be
reconfirmed in new data, giving rise to new variables which, in turn, were verified in the data already
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collected. Variables and methods were therefore revised and modified iteratively during several cycles of data
collection and analysis. This strategy, called “thinking theoretically”, is a second strategy highlighted by Morse
et al. (2002) to ensure reliability and validity. The third strategy used to ensure the adaptivity of the M&E
methods used is the reformulation “on the way” of the misunderstood or repetitive items. Following the data
analysis of the first workshop, evaluators realized that some of the questionnaire items and some of the
questions in the rapporteur and facilitator debriefing sheets had been misunderstood or considered repetitive
by the respondents. These items were modified or reformulated, therefore leading to changes “on the way” to
the M&E methods. For example the item “I think we'll be able to make it” in the Likert scale was replaced by
“do you think that you will be able to implement the actions that were suggested during the workshop?”.
Some changes made to the M&E methods “on the way” were also required by changes occurring in the
participatory process itself. For instance, when the process was extended to local communities, the
questionnaire and participant observation methods normally used with meso scale participants had to be
modified to cater for the low literacy level in local communities.

These three strategies all contributed to addressing the staticity and adaptivity challenge. They illustrate that
the implementation of a framework for monitoring and evaluating a participatory process is not linear but is
rather an iterative dynamic among the six M&E phases to adapt to the complexity and uncertainty of the
system under study. However, adaptivity can also be challenging. For instance, in the Rwenzori case, no indepth baseline study was made in local communities since extending the process to the local scale was not
originally planned. Therefore, analysis was limited by this constraint.

5. Conclusion

This paper suggests a number of tools and strategies that can be used by evaluators for selecting and
implementing methods for monitoring and evaluating (M&E) participatory processes for NRM. Our final
thought relates to the time and effort required to monitor and evaluate a participatory process. Undeniably, a
well-thought out M&E program requires more time and resources than simply applying a ready-made formula.
However, the extent of the M&E, illustrated by the number of variables and methods, should always be
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adapted to the M&E objectives and to the resources available, not the other way around. Based on available
resources and targeted objectives, evaluators may need to contrast the width and depth of the methods used
in order to reach a methodological complementarity and feasibility. For instance, they may choose to increase
the number of questions in the questionnaires and reduce the number of interviews if they cannot do a
genuine qualitative analysis. In the Rwenzori example, part of the AfroMaison project was dedicated to
researching M&E methods, illustrated by the presence of international evaluators and a PhD student among
the M&E team. This paper is one of the outcomes. But the Rwenzori should by no means be considered as
illustrative of the extent of participatory process M&E possibilities. It is up to evaluators of each process to find
their own balance between comprehensiveness and feasibility. Finally, one element which stood out in the
frame of this research is the discrepancy between M&E theory and practical guidelines. In practice, M&E
frameworks are often provided by donors in the form of a ready-to-use grid of criteria that need to be filled in
by practitioners on the ground (e.g. Logical Framework developed for the United States Agency for
International Development). These frameworks are useful to control the relevance, efficacy, efficiency, and
effectiveness of participatory processes but do not aid practitioners in making decisions about the process. In
addition, these grids are often fixed and not adapted to the specificities of the context, processes and M&E
objectives of the cases under consideration. In parallel, researchers have developed M&E frameworks destined
to be adapted to specific cases (e.g. Dyer et al., 2014). However, these frameworks generally require more
resources and involvement of evaluators than just following a guidebook “off-the-shelf”. Therefore, efforts
made in the literature are often confronted with reluctance from practitioners who are repelled by the
magnitude of the task. Although this paper, and others, contribute to bridging the M&E theory-practice gap,
much remains to be done. For instance, further guidelines could be provided on how to select the variables or
how to transform these variables into questions and items for the M&E methods. In parallel, practice could
also feed theory. Research-based frameworks could be tested and refined by communities of practice (e.g.
Dionnet et al. 2013). Ultimately, these efforts would allow the participation community to gain a greater
understanding of participatory process elements and their effectiveness for NRM and other purposes.
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Annex 1. List of questions used for the interviews
List of questions for interviews of participants
AfroMaison Project
WHO? Participants to the workshops
OBJECTIVE = have their opinion about the participatory planning process and its outputs/outcomes
Note to interviewer: don’t forget, for each interviewee:
Name
Gender
Organization (if any)
Contact (phone number)

Date, time and location of the interview
Duration of the interview
In which workshop(s) he/she has participated
Interview recorded? Yes / No

Before the beginning of the interview:
Explain the interviewee why you want to interview him/her (objective).
Explain that the interview will last for about one hour. If he/she has less time, prioritize the questions depending on whom
you are interviewing.
Outline briefly the structure of the interview. Show the interviewee the list of questions if he/she asks for it.
Ask for his/her consent to record the interview. Remind him/her that he/she can ask for the recorder to be stopped at any
time. Remind it again during the interview if you see that the interviewee is uncomfortable to speak on record.
Tell him/her that his/her responses will remain anonymous.
Ask him/her if he/she has any question before starting the interview.

1/ THE PARTICIPATORY PLANNING PROCESS, ITS METHODS AND MAIN OUTPUTS
What do you think of the planning process?
Do you think that the right participants were there? Are there people who should have participated in the game/workshop
but did not? If so, who should have been included?
Are certain people over represented, are some people unable to voice their opinions, are some people excluded from the
process etc.?
Do you think that your point of view has been well taken into account by other participants?
Do you think that the game is a good tool for making plans about natural resources?
What do you think about the plan developed during the workshop??

2/ MOTIVATIONS FOR PARTICIPATING / LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION
Have you participated in natural resources planning and implementation processes before? Which ones? What did you do,
how did you participate?
Why did you participate in these workshops?
Would you like to be more involved in natural resources planning and implementation in the future? If so, how?

3/ DIFFICULTIES AND SUCCESSES
What are the difficulties and successes you experienced in the planning process/the workshop?
What do you think are the objectives of these workshops?
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Do you think the workshop achieves these objectives? How/Why? (weaknesses, difficulties, successes…)
Do you think that it will be possible to implement the plan?
What challenges do you think could occur in the implementation of the plan?
How could these challenges be overcome?

4/ IMPACTS/OUTCOMES
(Don’t’ ask these questions to participants who have participated only in the third workshop)
BETWEEN THE FIRST WORKSHOP AND NOW:
What actual positive and negative impacts have you observed so far? for you individually? For your community?
Did you learn about natural resources management in the Rwenzori region?
Did you learn about planning and plan implementation?
Did you learn something about the challenges facing your neighbours/other stakeholders?
Did you implement any new activity to preserve the environment or change your current activities?? Which ones? You
individually? With your community/organization?
Did you meet to discuss about the environment?
Did you decide about new rules / norms / agreements / bye-laws concerning the environment and/or the people or change
existing ones?
Were there any new groups or associations for natural resources management formed?
Did the workshops change your relationships with other people? (trust, conflict...)
Make sure that people talk about things that have been implemented (not things that they want to implement)
Make sure that people talk about things that happened after the process (and not things that existed already before)

IN THE FUTURE:
What positive and negative impacts do you expect to see in the future? For you individually / for your community?
Same questions than above but for future impacts.
How will you share this experience with other people? With whom? When? Where?
Are there any other comments you would like to add?
THANK YOU !
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Annex 2. “Rapporteur debriefing sheet” used to guide evaluators in their participant observation of the local
process

RAPPORTEUR DEBRIEFING SHEET
Place:
Date:
Rapporteur’s name:
Local facilitator’s name:

Number of participants:
Gender:

…... women
…… men
...... adults ...... children

Number of real players:

INTRODUCTION
Does the facilitator talk about:
How the participants were selected
Why they are here (the objectives)
What is expected from this meeting (the expected outcomes)
The various steps
The role of the various stakeholders in the process (himself, you, SATNET, MMU, AfroMaison)
How decisions are being made, the rules and mechanisms
The interactions among the participants (who will interact with whom and how)
The monitoring and evaluation (objectives, methods and feedback)

Start time of
workshop:

Start time of
the game:

GAME
OBSERVE
People arriving or
leaving,
modification of
space, time when
nobody speaks...

LISTEN
What comments do the participants make about:

The game and its processing rules:

FEEL:
Attitudes of the participants
(happiness, laugh,
discontent, conflicts, they
lean towards the game, sit
backward, etc.)
(be concrete):

Their current actions (what they are doing now) and alternative actions
(what they could do in the future) (list concrete actions):

AfroMaison, SATNET, MMU and other local, regional or national
organizations and institutions:

Environmental issues and natural resources:

Requests and demands of the participants:

Do the participants have enough time to make decisions and think about actions?

End time of the
game:

Were they creative? Did they suggest innovative ideas? Which ones ?
Other comments:
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DEBRIEFING
OBSERVE
People arriving or
leaving,
modification of
space, time when
nobody speaks...

LISTEN
What comments do the participants make about:

The game and its processing rules:

FEEL:
Attitudes of the
participants (happiness,
laugh, discontent,
conflicts, they lean
towards the game, sit
backward, etc.)
(be concrete):

Their current actions (what they are doing now) and alternative
actions (what they could do in the future) (list concrete actions):

AfroMaison, SATNET, MMU and other local, regional or national
organizations and institutions:

Environmental issues and natural resources:

Requests and demands of the participants:

End time of the
workshop:
Did each participant have the opportunity to speak? (Did the facilitator make a roundtable?)
Were there some participants who spoke more times or for a longer time? Who, about what and how long?

DISCUSSION WITH THE FACILITATOR AFTER THE WORKSHOP
Did things happen since the last meeting? What?
MpanGame and micro-MpanGame sessions:
Discussions, meetings, workshops:
Decisions taken, new rules / norms / agreements agreed upon concerning the natural resources and/or the people:
New actions implemented, change in people’s behaviors:
Changes in the relationships among people (trust, conflict...):
Interaction with external stakeholders:

About local, regional or national institutions and organizations:
Other:
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Annex 3. “Facilitator debriefing sheet” used to guide facilitators in their participant observation of the local
process

DEBRIEFING AFTER THE WORKSHOP
(To be filled in by the facilitator after each workshop)
Name of the facilitator:
Date:
Location:
Length : ……. hours / days

Number of participants:
Gender: …... women
…… men
Geographical origin (village, parish, district)

Describe the main process of the workshop (what did you do)?

Did you notice something surprising during the workshop? If yes, what?

Did you face any technical difficulty? If yes, which ones?

What questions or comments did the participants make?

To what extent did the game allow them to discuss about the impact of their actions on the environment?

To what extent did they learn about each other?

Was there any conflict / opposition during the workshop? (describe it briefly)

What environmental topics did you discuss with the participants during the workshop (pollution, biocleansing,
deforestation, etc.)?

Did the participants suggest some new actions during the workshop? Which ones?

Do you think that the participants will implement some actions in their community? Which ones? Did they express
commitments?

Did they propose other workshops or meetings using the game?

Yourself, are you satisfied with this workshop?

Why?

Thank you for taking the time to fill in this form. If you have any needs or questions regarding the organization of your
future workshop, please contact us: Clovis KABASEKE (MMU): 07 72 54 05 09
Please keep this form and give it back to SATNET or MMU along with the participants’ questionnaires, the new actions
suggested by the participants during the workshop (on the empty activity cards) and a copy of the pictures if you made
some.
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Annex 4. Thorough questionnaires distributed at the end of each meso workshop
Your name:
Workshop:
Place:
Date:

Evaluation of the workshop and future perspectives
Dear participant, thank you for taking part in this session. Could you please indicate hereafter your evaluation of the
workshop? Thank you.
Not at all

About the workshop:

Not so
much

Quite

Much

Not
concerned

Did the workshop fulfil your expectations?
Was it interesting?
Was it useful?
Was it innovative and creative?
Do you think that your point of view has been well taken into
account by others?
Did you have any logistical difficulties to attend the workshop?
Did you learn about plans and planning?
Did you learn about natural resources management in the
Rwenzori region?
Do you think that the right participants were there?
Do you think that you will be able to implement the actions that
were suggested during the workshop?
Do you think that it will change your own behavior?
Do you think that it may change the actions, decisions,
operations of your organization?
Do you think that this workshop could lead you to modify your
relationships with other actors?
With which actors and in what ways?

Would you like to be associated to this process in the future? If yes, how?

After this meeting, I commit to…

Are there any other comments you would like to add about the process and its outcomes?

Evaluation of the game
Could you please indicate hereafter your evaluation of the game process and some recommendations?
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Not at all

About the game:

Not so
much

Quite

Much

Not
concerned

I have learnt about natural resources in the Rwenzori region
It was realistic, well representing the situation
I have learnt about plans
I have learnt about actions for integrated natural resources
management
We could actually test new activities for the benefit of the region
We had fun using it – it's attractive
The game process has been going well
We could interact and discuss the issues
This game is good for us, representatives and intermediary
stakeholders
This game is good for people in villages
This game can be used by policy makers and other government
organizations
Are there any other comments you would like to add about the game?

THANK YOU !
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Annex 5. Simple questionnaires distributed at the end of each local workshop
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