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Executive Summary
1 IKME aspires to being an innovative programme that puts knowledge creation and use at the heart of the debate about effective development. By setting out an explicitly social understanding of knowledge, the programme aims to challenge and influence practitioners, policy makers and managers to broaden their understanding and practice of IKM and to embrace the concept of ‘many knowledges’.
2 By bringing together a network of IKM practitioners the programme is committed to developmental ways of working, which pay attention to the emergent nature of knowledge creation. There is a defined programme of work around three Working Groups and two cross-cutting themes, but at the same time programme participants are open to ideas and ways of working which emerge in the interactions between engaged participants.
3 The programme has contracted an evaluation team early in its development so that the programme can help form the evaluation, and the evaluation can contribute to the development of the programme.

4 The unorthodox nature of the programme, which privileges the non-linear nature of human interaction and knowledge creation, nonetheless takes place in a more orthodox and funding and development environment, where more causal explanations of development intention and outcome hold sway.  This throws up a number of paradoxes which the programme participants will need to navigate, together with the evaluators and funders. The way that the programme participants account for their effectiveness to all stakeholders is likely to be an interesting and generative discussion.
5 The evaluators have inherited a number of questions from the programme participants and from interested stakeholders about the programme’s effectiveness which already shape the evaluation. No doubt in working together we will develop more questions.

6 In this document the evaluation team sets out some initial thoughts on methods that seem appropriate to this kind of programme, but state also that they will be largely dependent on the various projects to carry out their own evaluations, given the diverse nature of the programme. The evaluation team has not yet encountered much in the way of evaluative documentation which they have been able to draw on in the writing of this document.
7 The evaluation team was able to participate in and observe the Cambridge conference, where the programme participants were able to point to significant achievements and to embrace substantive challenges. The most significant challenge seems to be how the Steering Group, and the Working Groups, strive continuously to create programme coherence.
8 The writing of this document has involved the active participation in the co-operative and discussive ways of working which already shape the programme, and have helped shape this paper. The document itself will no doubt provoke further discussion and debate and make a small contribution to the shaping of the programme.
Red Kite Partners 

July 2008 
Table of Contents
2Executive Summary


51
Introduction


52
Conceptual underpinnings of the programme and its intentions


  6Understanding power relationships


  7Methods of working


  8Some paradoxes involving the unorthodox and the orthodox


  12Summary of this section


133
The implications for evaluation methods


14Key Questions


15Key methods


174
Some evaluatory observations of the Cambridge IKME conference


235
Reflections on the process of writing this paper


246
Conclusions





Evaluating IKMEmergent

1
Introduction

The Terms of Reference (ToR) for the IKMEmergent programme argue for the importance of contracting with the evaluator early on in the project’s development as a means of influencing the programme as well as shaping the evaluation process at the same time. In this spirit, this initial conceptual paper is intended to provoke discussion that will engage programme members and stakeholders in reflecting on appropriate evaluation methods and products. The paper is also offered in fulfilment of the commitment of the programme to provide an evaluation report to DGIS by the end of March 08, which has been postponed by mutual agreement till the end of July 08.

Both the programme and the evaluation are, however, still at an early stage. The initial year of the programme fell behind its predicted plan and as a consequence some programme initiatives from 07 are still being contracted. Moreover, it was always intended that some of the work would be contracted arising as a direct result of the discussions that the programme would initiate: the programme is, by its very nature, iterative and emergent. At this stage in its development then, the programme was always likely to be in an explicit state of becoming. The evaluator was contracted for the work in February 08, had the first contractual meeting in April of the same year, thereafter had a first opportunity to meet and explore ideas with programme team members and working groups in July. Inevitably, with the programme still developing and with the evaluator still at an introductory stage of involvement with it, this paper will of necessity be theoretical and exploratory. It is still too early to form many evaluative judgements about the programme, if at all.
2
Conceptual underpinnings of the programme and its intentions
There are a number of theoretical assumptions underpinning the programme which will inevitably shape the work and what the programme produces, and as a consequence will affect the kind of evaluation that is possible. These assumptions also throw up a number of paradoxes with which both the programme members and the evaluator will find themselves struggling with over the course of the programme. We will start to explore some of these below.
Understanding power relationships

The programme seeks to bring together a coalition of IKM practitioners, academics and activists around a broad agenda of carrying out research to challenge dominant ways of conceptualising, producing and using knowledge. The research is intended to demonstrate ways of working, produce products and tools and involve and engage the development community, including policy makers in government departments, to set out an alternative, or rather, a series of alternatives to current majority practice. It will do so by focusing on three key areas: the creation and content of knowledge, the tools and processes through which content is handled, and the organisational context in which it is managed, discussed and used. It is around these three areas that the three Working Groups have coalesced. In addition the programme will pay attention to cross-cutting themes that arise between the groups, and communication. Underpinning the whole programme is the assumption that by paying attention to knowledge creation, the development process will be improved.
In seeking alternatives and by pursuing a ‘many worlds’ view of knowledge production, the programme documentation makes the case that the current processes of knowledge production are heavily tilted towards domination by the North
. In searching for alternatives, however, the programme does not just strive to invert that power relationship, but rather, encourages pluralism. This intention of contextualising Northern conceptual assumptions and making power relations more explicit, rather than simply rejecting them, is clear in the programme’s documentation. The annual evaluation report for 07 locates the programme clearly within existing economic and social power relations between the North and the South, and makes explicit the programme’s understanding of knowledge management as being located in social relations, rather than being an issue of technology alone. By being committed to pluralism rather than a simplistic inversion of the current power relationships, the programme avoids attempting to throw the baby out with the bath water. There is no assumption in the documentation that all Northern knowledge production is ‘bad’ and all Southern knowledge production is ‘good’: rather, in rendering the power dynamics more explicit the programme seeks to subvert the ideological domination of Northern methods as being necessarily the best or the only way of undertaking the work.
In opening up dominant ways of understanding and practice concerning the production and use of knowledge, the programme is claiming that it can influence practitioners and policy makers and create with them new and innovative ways of working which will broaden the understanding of development. It aims to overcome barriers that Southern intellectuals face in being heard, and sets out to promote the contextual significance of development knowledge.
Methods of working
The programme is attempting to bring together participants who are committed to the theoretical and practical intention of posing a challenge to dominant and dominating ways of understanding knowledge management. One of the guiding ideas in pursuit of this intention has been not to form an organisation, but to create a network of activists who are already engaged with IKM in their own way and in their own context, some of whom have existing working relationships. The programme attempts to find funding for them to further their existing areas of enquiry, and through their interaction with others engaged in similar work, to exercise mutual influence and synergy. By its very working methods, then, the programme is already exploring a different approach to the development of new ways of understanding and practising IKM. Although the programme has a formal Steering Group, comprising key figures within the programme, and a Management Group, comprising both members of the Steering Group and staff from the contracting body EADI, it is also the case that the participants in the programme are co-creating the work and what the work means, together.
It is clear from the D Groups and documentation that the method of subjecting the work to iterative processes of critical scrutiny and discussion among programme members has brought about changes in the conception and practice of the project. So, for example, by following the threads of discussion around the appointment of the evaluator, it is possible to trace the development of thinking behind the appointment of the current evaluator. The discussion about the submissions of the various companies competing for the role helped to clarify the thinking of those on the Steering Group concerning what they were actually looking for, which crystallised during the course of the tendering process. One of the factors which seems to have influenced the members of the Steering Group was the current evaluation team’s direct engagement with the theories of emergence and complexity. The selection process will inevitably have shaped the evaluation itself, and through the selection of a team already engaged in the practical and academic exploration of complexity, this in turn is likely to help form the programme. The programme will shape the evaluation, and the evaluation will shape the programme both at the same time, both forming and being formed by each other.
Some paradoxes involving the unorthodox and the orthodox

There are a number of paradoxes that arise in the way that the programme has come to be, and below we will explore three principle ones.

Firstly, at the same time as attempting a critique of the dominant ways of working, which will involve demonstrating a different practice, the programme and its participants exist as participants in and products of the very paradigm that they seek to subvert. The French sociologist Bourdieu observed that ‘The body is in the social world and the social world is in the body’ (1982: 38)
. What we think he meant by this is that our very ways of conceiving the world, our embodied practice, are moulded by the society from which we emerge. According to Bourdieu it is impossible to offer a complete critique of the ways of knowing and being of which one is a product because we cannot completely stand outside ourselves. This is the first paradoxical struggle, which will involve trying to offer a critique using the very concepts, words and phrases that one is seeking to challenge. One can, paradoxically, be contributing to the dynamic of domination even as one seeks to overcome it. 
In terms of the implications for the evaluation, we imagine that the evaluation team and the participants will have to struggle together with the way that we conceive of and express the work that we are doing together, seeking to find new ways to describe it.
Secondly, and more overtly than this, the programme and its participants are forced on a daily basis to contend with the dominant ways of understanding the work. This will be reflected in the way the programme has to be described to the contractors, funders and non programme members, as well as the way it is planned. Just to give a number of examples of this: the dominant way of conceiving of projects and programmes in the North uses ‘if-then’ causality. A given input is expected to result in a predictable output. The ubiquitous tools of this linear understanding of development initiatives are the Logical Framework Approach (LFA) and project cycle management. In its initial documentation the programme co-ordinators have deliberately avoided framing its activities using the log frame. They have conceived the programme instead based on an appreciation of the importance of emergence and are making an explicit appeal to ways of thinking about social processes which are non-linear, and therefore inherently unpredictable. As the analytical sociologist Peter Hedström concludes, drawing on his computational models of non-linear social processes, in embracing theories of emergence we would expect that:
1 There is no necessary proportionality between the size of a cause and the size of its effect.

2 The structure of the social interaction is of considerable importance in its own right for the social outcomes that emerge.

3 The effect a given action has on the social can be highly contingent upon the structural configuration in which the actor is embedded.

4 Aggregate patterns say very little about the micro-level processes that brought them about. (2005: 99)

A working definition of emergence, again borrowing from Hedström, might be to conclude that social phenomena, such as the very project we are all engaged in, will bring about ‘uncommon combinations of common events and circumstances’
, the very nature of which cannot be predicted in advance of doing them. This is not to say that social processes, or development projects, are entirely unpredictable, since social processes often tend in a particular direction constrained by objective social conditions. However, social phenomena arise as a consequence of various causes which are all operating at the same time, sometimes to counteract each other. The exact pattern of what will emerge is unknowable, and we could expect a combination of the expected, the unexpected and the unwanted to occur, each of which represents data worthy of exploration.
The implications for both the programme and the evaluation are that there might be a strong tendency to begin to evaluate and form judgements about the programme according to whether it has performed predictably or not against pre-reflected targets. So, for example and to overdraw the judgements just to illustrate the point we are making, one might form a view about the late start of the programme which has already been identified in the end of year report 2007 as being a programme and management weakness. From a more orthodox perspective managers of the programme have not done what they said they would do, and this is a cause for concern. Alternatively, we might take the view that we can learn a lot about the nature of participative processes, particularly those taking place in a new project at the beginning of an innovative programme where one of the explicit intentions is to work differently. We could conclude that such programmes will always take much longer than we think they will. This is particularly the case if we are privileging engagement and discussion.
Which judgement we ultimately form, and we would suggest in the practice of evaluation one is always required to form judgements even if partial and temporary ones, depends on how narrowly we define the term ‘accountability’. In the dominant paradigm of managerialism, where primacy is placed on ‘if-then’ causality, ‘accountability’ is often understood to mean doing exactly what you said you would do. To do otherwise is to underachieve. However, if we were to understand ‘accountability’ more broadly, as in ‘to be obliged to give an account of’, then we leave ourselves open to the possibility that there may be some good reasons for the delay which could be of interest to us. Active and engaged enquiry into the delay will produce more data for us to decide together, ‘us’ being programme participants, stakeholders and evaluators, what value judgement we place on the account given for the delay. We might still conclude that the delay was entirely negative, could have been prevented by better management, and represents a project failing. Alternatively, we could conclude that delays arose out of both excusable and inexcusable factors, not all of which could have been foreseen in advance, which is always the case with an emergent process.
The third area of paradox involves the different understandings that are already apparent, both with the programme participants themselves, and between the programme and stakeholders, concerning what we might mean by outcomes and products. So, an orthodox and dominant way of understanding a product from this kind of programme, drawing on methods which predominate in some of the natural sciences, is one which is free of bias, timeless and true in all circumstances. There is much contestation in the social science literature, which we do not have space to go into here, about whether it is possible to apply natural science methods directly to social situations. So if one approaches knowledge from a slightly more interpretive perspective as the participants in the programme seem to, to a greater or lesser extent, that knowledge is a social phenomenon that arises in the context of social relations, then a knowledge product or outcome could never be free of its social context. 
To give an example of how frustrations might arise from this paradox, the DGIS as funders might specify that the products and outputs from this programme need to be ‘useful’ to their work. From the perspective of the dominant paradigm which considers knowledge to be universal, what is useful for me is also useful for you, since we can use a generally applicable tool. From a more social perspective we can only establish what is ‘useful’ together and in consideration of our respective social contexts, since usefulness, like beauty, is in the eye of the beholder. In doing so we would of course be drawing on what other people have found useful, although we might find that what others have found useful is only partially useful for us. Without the social engagement, however, the necessary back and forth of negotiation and interpretation, the sharing of process as to how programme participants came to understand the product as useful to them, there is no independently verifiable judgement to be formed about whether programme outputs and products are ‘useful’.
The implications for the evaluation, and for programme participants is that we are likely to struggle over meaning throughout the lifetime of the programme, and this struggle will affect the judgements that we can form together. If the programme aims to develop ‘products’ and ‘outcomes’ as a result of systematic engagement in and focus on social relations over time, it may make it much harder to lay claim to their universal usefulness outside the context of those social relations. This will place a premium on the quality of engagement between programme participants and their beneficiaries, stakeholders and other interested parties.
Summary of this section

To sum up, the IKME programme has embraced an explicitly critical position towards dominant ways of understanding the conceptualisation, practice and outcomes of IKM. In doing so, programme participants have drawn on analogies from theories of emergence and complexity as a means of illustrating an alternative understanding of what they think they are doing. However, in embracing non-linear science they also find themselves in paradoxical contention with the very establishment that they seek to challenge, since they are obliged to frame, describe and account for their activities in predominantly linear ways, unless over time they can persuade their stakeholders of the validity of understanding what they are doing differently. This has particular importance for the programme’s claim to be able to influence others. We do not understand these paradoxes to be a particular constraint on the programme: we believe they could be extremely generative. However, they do have clear implications for how participants in the programme come to understand what it is they are attempting, and how the programme might be evaluated.
3
The implications for evaluation methods 
The evaluation team is also caught up in exactly the same kinds of paradoxical processes outlined above, since evaluation is predominantly understood as the attempt to gauge the extent to which a programme fulfils its pre-reflected objectives. However, if one adopts a perspective that all social development initiatives are inevitably emergent, that is to say, subject to multiple social processes many of which act upon each other with unpredictable results, then the task of the evaluator is that much more complex. Moreover, the intention of the programme is to develop different methods and approaches to IKM, which must also inevitably involve the development of different evaluation methods. The evaluation team also needs to encourage, and be open to multiple knowledges, and be prepared to challenge our own assumptions about what it is we think we are engaged in. There are undoubtedly more and less linear aspects of the programme which will be susceptible to more and less orthodox forms of evaluation. Producing an evaluation process that satisfies the three parties, the programme, the DGIS and the evaluation team, will undoubtedly involve a lot of negotiation, but the evaluation team will need to be wary of being drawn into mediating between the programme and its funders.
Key Questions

The programme co-ordinators, together with sponsors from the DGIS, have already identified some questions that they would like to be able to address together, which can be summarised in the following:

1 Who has become involved? Why? What is their experience?

2 What audiences are being reached? How? What evidence is there that new ideas are being discussed with others, and what evidence is there that they are being taken up and used?

3 Do people, practitioners, policy makers and managers, find the issues being raised by IKME relevant to their work? Why or why not? Is it because they are not relevant, or because the relevance has not been well explained?

4 What are the responses to the quality of the programme output and processes? Is it perceived as innovative? Is it easy to engage with?

5 What are the views of different Southern audiences? Does the work take on board the criticism of long standing Southern perspectives? Doe sit offer useful channels for their expression?

6 How well has the network structure of the programme worked? How can its cost/benefit be usefully analysed?

Key methods

Below we describe the methods which we have described elsewhere, which are an invitation to programme participants and all other stakeholders to engage with:
1 Because of the scale and scope of the programme, it is inevitable that the evaluation team will be drawing together other evaluations. Red Kite Partners are of course prepared to offer guidance and advice on what might be appropriate evaluation methods. This places the evaluation team in the position of commissioner in chief, and/or editor-in-chief of evaluations and their judgements.  
Given the nature of the programme the principles informing more local evaluations are likely to be:

· participative

· valuing multiple knowledges

· seeking the engagement of those you are trying to influence

· experiential 

· involving Southern audiences/actors

The quality of the evaluation overall will depend upon being able to draw on good quality evaluations from across the programme. Bringing together the evaluations will also involve the evaluation team interviewing programme participants to find out what they thought they were doing and what sense they made of what they did do.
2 If the programme takes an interest in emergence, then participants will find themselves reflecting on how the programme is becoming. Reflection and reflexivity in the Working Groups will become one of the key methods for paying attention to expected, unexpected and unintended outcomes. This is particularly the case in groups where new relationships are being formed, sometimes from scratch, which will have a profound impact on the work.  The evaluation team may have an explicit role to play in encouraging and supporting processes of reflection and reflexivity. 
The nature of the programme, with multiple projects being initiated at different times and with different intentions, will inevitably result in generation of potentially confusing phenomena. One of the central challenges for the programme is how the Steering Group in particular and the Working Groups in general make sense and coherence out of these data, so that they can influence and be influenced by each other.
3 In order to fulfil its commitment to bring in Southern voices, the evaluation team intends directly engaging Southern evaluators suggested by Programme participants. These will help to bring in different perspectives on the nature of evaluation and appropriate methods.
4 With a programme that has an explicit commitment to change over time it will probably be important to develop schematic maps and chronologies to chart these changes. We could explore the possibility of mapping who becomes involved in the programme over time, and perhaps the threads of discussions. 

5 The ToR for the evaluation requires the evaluator to make an assessment of the costs and benefits of pursuing a research programme in this way. This is one area that might prove particularly problematic since the question implies a certain ability to reduce the programme to comparable processes or methods and to judge them one against the other. If the programme is claiming to be innovative and new, then this may not be possible. However, the evaluators could research to find programmes and to describe the extent of the comparability, and their comparative costs.
6 Elsewhere in this paper we have drawn attention to the evaluation team’s assumptions that we are both helping to form the programme, and being formed by it, at the same time. We do not understand ourselves as standing outside the programme as some kind of ‘objective’ observers, but as having an active role within it. Our role, however, is different. We are not employed by the programme to be involved in the conceptualisation and production of IKM processes and products, but as evaluators of those processes. In forming judgements together with others on what we consider to be the value of these processes and products, it requires us to make our assumptions and methods clear. In other words, we are required to demonstrate the same kind of reflection and reflexivity that we are requiring of others. We will attempt to uncover what we write to as broad an audience as possible so that participants and stakeholders in the programme can comment on it. We will always listen but may not always amend what we write as a result of the engagement, but our position, and that of the participants, should be as explicit as possible.

In presenting these ideas to the Cambridge conference we began the process of engagement with others. This provoked a range of responses from participants ranging from the suggestion that the Red Kite evaluation team includes a Southern perspective, through to the requirement that the evaluation team should assess the usefulness of the programmes outputs (the ramifications of which are explored above in section 2). Since we have invited engagement with the evaluation process and have elicited some, so we are obliged with the steering group to negotiate together and decide how we will respond and take things forward together.
4
Some evaluatory observations of the Cambridge IKME conference

One of the central insights of complex adaptive systems (CAS) theory is that global patterns emerge only as a consequence of the micro-interactions of local agents. The interactions of local agents create the global pattern which in turn acts upon the interactions of local agents. The local informs the global and the global informs the local both at the same time. CAS has been used to offer explanations of various natural phenomena from the functioning of ant colonies to the workings of the human brain: in the latter case, synapses fire up in response to external stimuli and interact only with other synapses to which they are directly connected. Nonetheless, system-wide patterning can be observed across the whole brain as synapses respond to their local conditions and contribute to whole brain phenomena, which in turn affect locally interacting synapses. Although many parts of the brain seem to be responsible for different physiological functions, there is nonetheless no overall command centre which controls the functioning of each of the parts of the brain as it responds to external stimuli. The brain is a complex group of groups of synapses.
Where social phenomena differ from software agents used in computer models of CAS, or even the functioning of ants and brains, is that human beings exercise agency, are conscious and self-conscious. They are linked together in figurations of interdependence based in relationships of power. Some human agents do have more power than others, both explicit and implicit, and the concerted effort of humans acting together can have a greater impact on social formations than individuals acting alone. Unless this was the case, no social or liberation movement would ever have achieved any of what it set out to, although history usually demonstrates the importance of serendipity, context and the constant reframing and adaptiveness that is necessary for the success of any social movement.

Nonetheless, despite the limitations of CAS in explaining human interaction the theory of local and global inter-patterning it offers could be helpful as one way of explaining complex and emergent social phenomena that arise in society, of which no one is in overall control and for which there exists no overall plan. And this is irrespective of how well defined the plans are of any of the major, and powerful actors. So, to take two separate examples, the invasion of Iraq, or globalisation: we could understand both to be phenomena where large numbers of agents, some very powerful, are acting with intention, and sometimes in a concerted way, but which nevertheless lead to a patterning of which no single agent is in overall control, even the President of the United States. In this regard, President Bush would have done well to listen to a previous British Prime Minister he is said to admire:
‘Never, never, never believe any war will be smooth and easy, or that anyone who embarks on the strange voyage can measure the tides and hurricanes he will encounter. The statesman who yields to war fever must realize that once the signal is given, he is no longer the master of policy but the slave of unforeseeable and uncontrollable events.’ Winston Churchill.

Turning to IKME, and drawing on CAS as an analogy, one could expect to find in any one event, such as the Cambridge conference, elements of the global patterning that already informs the work of the programme. To this extent, we might consider the first IKME conference as a fractal of the ‘whole’ programme, whereby we take the term fractal to mean a repeating irregular pattern that is self-similar at whichever scale we consider it. So, to push the analogy, the Cambridge conference has arisen out of the global patterning to date of discussion and negotiation around the meaning of the programme, and at the same time, what happened in the conference will come to have an effect on the shape of the overall programme. If we pay attention to some of the interactions that took place in Cambridge, we might notice some phenomena worthy of comment that will tell us something about some of the themes that are emerging in programme as a whole. We could then together form some evaluative judgements about what we experienced there.
We offer the following observations as being necessarily partial and from the perspective of a newly arrived outsider who has had little involvement with the programme to date. They are set out as way of provoking further comment and observation from other programme members and stakeholders, and as such will be subject to the same method of conceptual disciplining, through discussion and negotiation, that has helped shape the programme to date. The observations are in no particular order of importance.
Observable successes
· The conference appeared broadly well organised and attracted some of the key players in IKM, who are well known in their field and have established and grounded reputations.
· The conference was visibly diverse, both in terms of race and gender, but also in terms of attracting interested parties who are not part of the IKM establishment, no matter how alternative this particular grouping of IKM practitioners is. Nonetheless, white European men still predominated in number, though not necessarily in terms of their contributions, although this is undoubtedly a reflection of the demographics of the aid domain.

· The conference provided a variety of opportunities for meeting and discussing, from the purposeful work of the three separate working groups, through to plenary sessions which invited appreciation of past achievements. The IKME presentations to the EADI conference were clearly well received and had the kind of impact that the programme is looking for, creating interest and excitement from people currently outside the programme.
· The Geneva conference also provided an example of some of the innovative aspects of the programme in terms of the involvement of an installation artist who tried to convey the complexity of the programme with an engaging installation.
· It was also clear that the programme already has some significant achievements including two working papers, two newsletters and a communication strategy, which addresses one of the programme’s key outputs.
· In Cambridge there were also social opportunities for developing relationships, the quality of which will help shape the programme. This variety of ways of meeting and talking may have provided the necessary opportunities for self-organising and linking upon which the programme rests. The emphasis on linking and involving goes to the heart of the programme, since the scale of its influence on others will depend upon the skill and energy that programme participants bring to their links with other interested parties as yet ‘outside’ the programme.
Key Challenges
· The large and diverse and programme presents the Steering Group with a profound challenge as to how to make meaning continuously with others about what is happening; how to develop programme coherence. Key programme members clearly wrestled with this as they tried to expose as many people to as many aspects of the programme as possible. However, the inclination to include everyone in all aspects of the evolving programme sometimes undermined the appeal to ‘slow knowledge’, as participants were obliged to rush through their presentations in plenaries. This raises important questions about how possible it is to include everyone in everything, and what form of organising promotes the greatest coherence at the same time as allowing for participants to opt in and out of what interests them.
The ability to include and involve in a meaningful way goes right to the heart of what the project is trying to achieve with others as a movement of influence, and is actually taken up in the form of practical projects by various working groups. Different participants in the programe are developing short presentations to use with knowledge managers in influential agencies as a way of attracting their interest and involvement.
· In plenary, and in the three working groups, the evaluator experienced the struggle between participants over meaning and knowing. If our assumption is that knowledge arises as an expression of social relations through figurations of power between people, this is no less true of the participants in the programme. The participants’ ability to engage with multiple knowledges, at the same time holding to their own ways of understanding while leaving themselves open to being influenced by others’, was continuously tested. A number of powerful themes were appealed to by different participants which had strong currency in the group. First among them was the importance of Southern voices: an appeal for the inclusion of Southern voices in programme activities had a significant impact on the course of discussion. Equally, the intervention of the representative of DGIS calling for products and tools which would be of use to the Dutch ministry was a powerful intervention in the plenary session and will undoubtedly condition the kind of work which is undertaken.
Areas for further discussion
· The three Working Groups set out their programmes of work systematically, including reviewing the budget for activities, and opened them up for discussion and review by Working Group members, including the budgets. It was unclear to the evaluator how changes in understanding arising out of the discussions would be pursued subsequently, but this is not to say that action points were not being kept by somebody in the three groups. 
· Two of the Working Groups, One and Two, explicitly addressed the issue of power relationships in the discussion of their work. Meanwhile, Working Group Three seemed to be working with conceptual models that rendered the discussion of power implicit.

· Each of the three Working Groups is still developing its programme and have projects which are at various stages of inception or completion.

The evaluator formed the view that the conference was a significant milestone in the life of the programme having consolidated the emerging understanding of what the programme could become, and in terms of generating interest and motivation. There were, as in any conference of this nature, loose ends which it is impossible to tie up.
5
Reflections on the process of writing this paper

The evaluation team has made an explicit commitment to reflection in the same way that it is encouraging others to reflect. So we offer a few remarks on the writing of this paper.
The evaluation team is newly appointed and has only been recently exposed to the programme members at the Cambridge conference. Nonetheless it has proved hard for the evaluators to make full sense of what is going on in the programme. This is not a surprising reflection given the team’s newness, combined with the fact that the programme is diverse, complex and evolving. The timetable for the first evaluation report is also challenging. However, the documentation available on D-Groups is only partly helpful in explaining the programme and its progress, and how it will continue to be managed. For example, there is no way of establishing which conferences and workshops the programme has been involved with, and what happened as a result of this involvement, without interviewing the programme co-ordinator.
The evaluation team has been unable to draw on any evaluative material that has already been produced by programme participants. There are some personal reflections on process blogs about people’s experiences of being engaged in various aspects of the programme, but this is not the same as bringing observations, experiences and independent views together in a systematic way. This suggests the evaluation team will need to engage quickly with programme participants who have already made good headway with their projects since we are unsure as to whether they have considered how they will evaluate what they are doing.

The members of the Steering Group have been helpful, supportive and responsive to the evaluation team’s draft report and have helped to shape it through their comments.
6
Conclusions
This paper has been written as a response to the DGIS’s requirement that the independent evaluator make a contribution to assessing the quality of work of the IKME programme to date. Because the evaluator is new, and because the programme is in its early stages, this document is necessarily predominantly theoretical and/or observational. Nonetheless it has tried to highlight some of the main conceptual underpinnings of the programme, and how these, combined with chosen ways of working, are likely to throw up challenges both for participants and stakeholders in the programme and for the evaluator. It has not attempted to make any evaluative judgements as such since it is far too early in the life of the programme and in the induction of the evaluation team.
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