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A TEACHING CASE 

 

The ethical implications of fly-by evaluations: Lessons from a leader’s heartfelt 

experiences in the eastern Democratic Republic of Congo1 

 

God, I do not know where Congo is in Africa, but help us find a way to get there. 

                        - Anna, Founding Executive Director, Women’s Resource Fund2 

 

A chance reading of a newspaper story one winter day in 2009 was the catalyst for an 

unexpected foray into the eastern Democratic Republic of Congo (DR Congo) for Anna 

and the international nongovernmental organization (INGO) she had founded.  What 

caught her attention was an article in the February 21, 2009 edition of The New York 

Times by popular op-ed columnist, Bob Herbert (Herbert, 2009). Herbert had interviewed 

Dr. Denis Mukwege, a gynaecologist who ran a hospital in the city of Bukavu in eastern 

DR Congo (see Appendix I, Map of DR Congo) that exclusively treated women who had 

sustained severe injuries inflicted by soldiers and militia in what Herbert described as a 

brutal, long-standing war. Anna was appalled and began reading other articles on the DR 

Congo.  One was an interview with activists Christine Schuler Deschryver and Eve 

Ensler (POV, 2007). Deschryver poignantly described eastern DR Congo as “hell in 

paradise”— “one of the most beautiful places on this earth… the only thing we don’t 

have is peace.” Ensler reflected that it was about the worst situation she had ever seen of 

women anywhere in the world: “sexual torture, gang rapes, massive raping, guns up 

women’s vaginas, sticks up women’s vaginas, girls as young as 6 years old being gang-

raped and destroyed.” 

Anna was deeply affected; she prayed that her agency would find a way to reach the 

women there.   

 

Women’s Resource Fund (WRF), 2006 

 

Anna had always wanted to help women. In her work as a volunteer at her church and 

then as the full-time Missions Director for a wealthy church, she had led nearly 100 youth 

and family missions to nearly 30 countries across the world. The trips convinced her that 

“women occupy a highly disproportionate segment of the society suffering from illness 

and disease, illiteracy and under-education, poverty, and oppression” (WRF, 2008). For 

three months, she tried to find a middle-management position in a large U.S.-based 

                                                        
1 This case was written by Ramya Ramanath, Ph.D., Assistant Professor in DePaul 

University’s School of Public Service. Funding for this research was provided by Grand 

Valley State University’s Padnos International Center and by the College of Liberal Arts 

and Social Sciences at DePaul University. The author extends her sincere thanks to 

Women’s Resource Fund for the opportunity to be a part of its learning and growth. The 

author also thanks Linda Levendusky for her valuable comments and feedback on the 

case.   
2 Interview held on February 8, 2011.  For purposes of confidentiality, all names used in 

the study are pseudonyms. The names of specific locations are also disguised.  
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multinational NGO, without success. She began entertaining the idea that forming an 

international nongovernmental organization (INGO) herself might be a logical way to 

realize her deep-seated desire to actively effect change. Anna enrolled in a Masters 

program in public administration (with a concentration in nonprofit management and 

leadership) at a state university and in 2006 she launched the Women’s Resource Fund 

(WRF) as a 501 (c)(3) public charity.  Its founding mission was to provide financial 

support in the form of health, education and economic improvements to women in the 

developing world who were earning less than $2 a day. 

 

She began to work single-handedly, often without pay,3 to realize her goal, believing that 

WRF was the only U.S.-based NGO providing such holistic assistance to women in the 

developing world. When WRF was formed in 2006, with a combination of funds from 

her husband’s inheritance and contributions from the nine members of her founding 

board and other individuals, the seed money was barely enough to scratch the surface of 

the worldwide agenda that Anna envisioned. WRF’s first strategic plan, drafted in 2006, 

outlined an increasingly ambitious agenda to raise $500,000 by 2006 and to double the 

goal annually for the next four years. Anna was surprised to find that funds from 

foundations, government organizations and the public were not forthcoming.  The 

success of her fundraising efforts was not commensurate with the size of her mission 

goals: 

 We are partly to blame. It is a marketing problem on our part. We are 

 targeting half the world’s population so we thought we’d do better. I 

 succeed in bringing in known people. Almost all our donors are one or 

 two [contacts]  away from me.4 

 

Her philosophy for accomplishing the mission was to adhere to a “simple plan”: 

 

 Experience has shown that Third World conditions complicate life beyond 

 what people in the USA can imagine. The three programs of Women’s 

 Resource Fund are deliberately basic and straightforward. For Women’s 

 Resource Fund, holding to a simple plan cannot be overemphasised.5 

          

In keeping with this goal of simplicity, WRF operated from the basement of Anna’s 

residence and Anna remained its sole full-time paid staff.6 Work was carried out with the 

                                                        
3 In its first meeting, the founding board decided to compensate her with an annual base 

salary of $48,000 and an additional 10% in annual health benefits.  Anna drew a full 

salary for the first six months and then asked the board to interrupt full compensation for 

the next two years.  She explained that this would direct a majority of the organization’s 

revenues towards grant-making instead.  Starting in 2011, the board has been 

retroactively paying her the temporarily suspended portion of her $107,920 annual salary 

in instalments.  As of December 2013, $87,920 remained to be paid. 
4 Interview held on December 9, 2013. 
5 Source: Women’s Resource Fund (2008). 
6 In January 2012, WRF hired a part-time administrative assistant on an hourly basis and 

in 2013 a part-time, hourly bookkeeper.   
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assistance of the board and volunteers. The nine-member working board was comprised 

of people Anna knew well and who had experience in “international business, Third 

World medicine, international charitable work, non-profit organization management, 

educational administration, accounting, publishing, human resources, cross-cultural 

living experience, and foreign language” (WRF, 2006). Board members and volunteers 

were placed on six committees—Program, Finance, Administration, Development, 

Marketing, Personnel. Committees ranged in size from one to five members, averaging 

two volunteers and one board member on each. The committees met outside of quarterly 

board meetings to accomplish assigned tasks. 

   

After setting up a board and securing volunteers, Anna turned her attention to the 

development of “strategic partnerships with local leaders in developing nations to support 

their outcome-based projects” (Women’s Resource Fund, 2008). A portfolio of NGOs 

and other grantees was built almost entirely on the basis of referrals and friendships and 

through networks that Anna had developed through her work as a church volunteer and a 

missions director. Applications were solicited online (via WRF’s website), but mostly in 

person when Anna visited the host countries. Only applications from people she 

personally knew and trusted or who came recommended by others she knew were 

seriously considered. Before forwarding applications to her Program Committee of 3-5 

members,7Anna would personally visit the site of the proposed project, meet with her 

hosts (NGOs or community leaders), talk to intended beneficiaries, and take photographs 

and videos. She then would return to her headquarters in the U.S. with written notes 

documenting her impressions. 

 

The Program Committee discussed all of these details collectively.  Prior to the 

discussion, the committee ranked the proposed projects based on a series of criteria (see 

Appendix II, Grant Rubric). Although important, the rankings had less influence on 

decision-making than Anna’s written and verbal reports to the committee.8 Her 

impressions, two Program Committee members noted, “carry higher weight even if the 

application itself scores somewhat low on the rubric.”9 In these initial years, each project 

selected then became the object of a WRF fundraising appeal. Roughly one year after a 

memorandum of understanding (MoU) was signed and funds were disbursed to the 

grantee, Anna would visit the site to evaluate progress, sometimes accompanied by a 

current or former member of her board. Typically, the host country partner would 

produce a written report accounting for the use of the funds provided and the number of 

women the project had impacted. Anna’s impressions, gathered from observations and 

conversations with the case study author, mattered more than the project’s adherence to 

the deliverables outlined in the MoU. 

                                                        
7 The size of the Program Committee varies from year to year and some times in the same 

year depending on the availability of volunteers. 
8 In a conversation held with the case study author in March 2011, Anna noted that at 

times request for funds have exceeded what she considered appropriate for a single 

project. Succeeding cost-benefit calculations by Anna may thus determine the final 

amount funded even if the project is ranked highly by the Program Committee. 
9 February 4, 2012 interview with two members of the WRF Program Committee. 
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WRF gradually took shape. By the end of fiscal year 2009, it had funded six projects 

managed by NGOs and by other, independent leaders in five different countries.  It had 

distributed a total of $179,943 to support one health project in Egypt, two education 

projects in India and economic development projects in Bangladesh, Nigeria and Kenya.  

In WRF’s words, it had “benefited” 16,828 women in five countries.  

 

PART A 

Entry into DR Congo 

 

Serendipity: February 21, 2009 

 

As the founder-leader, Anna was constantly on the lookout for partners she could trust to 

further her INGO’s mission of reaching women in the developing world with incomes 

less than $2 a day. The thought of finding a partner in eastern DR Congo was daunting to 

Anna, but she put stock in miracles. The day after she read about the victimization of 

women in eastern DR Congo, she drove several hours to visit her brother. She 

accompanied him to a Sunday service at his church where a young couple standing next 

to her greeted her warmly. The man introduced himself as Edmond, a Congolese from 

eastern DR Congo who had heard about Anna’s work with WRF. He was an aspiring 

lawyer, fluent in English, whose father was a former Parliamentarian and who had been 

the President of Civil Society from 2001-2007 in a district in eastern DR Congo.  

Edmond volunteered to take her there. Within 24 hours of first learning about conditions 

in the DR Congo, Anna had met someone from eastern DR Congo and had begun 

planning an itinerary. 

 

WRF’s first steps into eastern DR Congo (August 22‒24, 2009) 

 

In mid-August 2009, Anna headed to Africa to visit the DR Congo, and to also follow up 

on a WRF-funded project in Kenya and a potential partner in Uganda. She arrived in 

eastern DR Congo accompanied by a founding board member, Alicia, and her new friend 

and partner, Edmond. Their entry via Rwanda was rough.  To Anna’s surprise, the team 

was told that Americans needed visas to enter the country. The travelers went over 

budget while they waited three days for emergency visas in Rwanda near the border of 

Bukavu10, DR Congo. In her field notes for that day, Anna fretted (Women’s Resource 

Fund, 2009): 

I said I was concerned about the extra costs of the travel 

yesterday—$200 instead of $100 and visas $600 instead of 

$100. I said I was a little concerned we would run out of 

                                                        
10 The delay at the Rwandan border yielded an unexpected new partnership for WRF.  

There the team stayed at a guesthouse run by a religious order that was also caring for 

women with AIDS. WRF’s trip report of August, 2009 chronicled: “After personally 

experiencing their kindness and good work, and hearing of their other projects that help 

women, Anna invited them to submit a project proposal to WRF.” WRF later funded a 

health education project they ran for women in 2010. 
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cash. Alicia said to ‘let it go’ and I said I was trying to 

think through options and also trying to note what changes 

should be made for future trips.  I said I felt responsible to 

the donors for the way we spend money.  

 

Despite the delay and the extra costs, Anna refused to pay a bribe to the border officials 

at Bukavu and worried that she had overpaid for help trying to resolve the visa problem.11  

Three days, one boat ride (to Goma, DR Congo) and one more flight later, the group 

reached Edmond’s home in an eastern district DRC city. Edmond’s father, the former 

Parliamentarian and civil society leader, hosted them. Anna was struck by the obvious 

respect he commanded throughout much of the district and his fluency in local dialects.  

 

Accompanied by Edmond and his father, Anna and Alicia traveled through exceedingly 

rough terrain to visit several villages in the district. At their first stop, about a 30-mile 

drive from Edmond’s home, they were greeted by a large group of villagers.  There, 

Anna’s team pulled aside six of the village women for a group conversation that Edmond 

translated. They shared their experiences of the 2006 war in which some had lost their 

husbands and children.  They also talked about the current lack of food, work, money and 

education.  Before leaving, the visitors were handed three proposals from a community-

based organization (CBO) of village women.  This CBO was working to improve the 

conditions of local women and was headed by a local woman named Cecile.  The 

proposed projects included: 1) the purchase of a grain-grinding mill and materials to 

construct a shed to house it and 2) a vocational school for women.12  

 

PART B 

Project Review and Delivery 

 

Project selected and funds wired: September 2009‒May 2010 

 

Back in the U.S., WRF’s Program Committee translated the CBO’s documents from 

French to English and then met with Anna. In the grant application to WRF for the mill,13 

Cecile described how the CBO had created several activities to improve the socio-

economic situation for area women and to foster economic independence. The nature of 

                                                        
11 Edmond and a local pastor (Edmond’s uncle) took Anna’s and Alicia’s passports to 

Burundi to secure visas for them.  According to Anna’s trip report (Women’s Resource 

Fund, 2009), the U.S. embassy in Kinshasa had recommended this strategy. Anna was 

troubled about the additional costs incurred ($300 for visas and $250 for transportation).  

According to Anna, the month-long visas should have cost $91 each. 
12 The Program Committee had ranked the project (suggesting that there was a proposal) 

but the case study author did not see the application form for the vocational school 

project.  
13 WRF only shared the mill project proposal with the case study author. This proposal 

was hand-written in French and included five sections: the context and justification for 

the project, objectives of the project, proposed activities and corresponding inputs 

needed, planned activities, and the budget.  
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their activities and past outcomes were not specified. The CBO’s application ignored 

requirements specifying the number of intended beneficiaries of the project, who would 

operate the mill or how beneficiaries would be selected.  In the application form Cecile 

noted that the CBO’s members would contribute funds to the project.  She did not specify 

an amount.  

 

In ranking the proposed project from 1 through 5 (see Appendix II, Grant Rubric), one 

WRF Program Committee member commented, “Women, yes, but is it the target 

[targeted group], i.e., less than $2?” This same reviewer suggested that a good way to 

assess and evaluate the project might be to conduct interviews with the women 

participating to see if they were becoming independent. A second committee member 

noted, “Difficult to understand—may be translation.” A third member raised concerns 

about accountability (criterion 13, Appendix II) and gave it the lowest score possible, a 1.  

That same member expressed concerns about demographics, sustainability and budget.  

The scores of the Program Committee members ranged from a high of 71 to a low of 54 

out of a possible 75 points. 

 

The Program Committee approved the mill grant application as an economic 

development project, awarding it the full $2,000 requested.  It also approved the CBO’s 

request to fund a vocational school for women to the extent of $2,000.  However, funding 

for the vocational school project was made contingent on a positive appraisal of the 

CBO’s performance in the mill project. The committee gave this second project an 

average score of 61.25 out of 75.14 

 

In March 2010, a Memorandum of Understanding was signed between WRF and three 

Congolese volunteers who were designated as the Committee for WRF in the Congo.  

These three, who were held responsible for the project and its financial accountability, 

were Edmond’s father, selected as the committee representative; a medical doctor, a 

male,15 chosen to serve as WRF’s health coordinator in the DR Congo; and a female 

NGO professional, assigned as project coordinator for this and seven other WRF-funded 

projects in villages throughout the district.16  

                                                        
14 The case study author did not get to see the scoring sheets on this project but WRF’s 

(2013) ‘master project summary’ file records the average score earned by approved 

projects.  This file entitled this project “teaching center for women”.  
15 The medical doctor was a friend of Anna’s nephew. Anna met him during his six-

month visit to the U.S. This encounter preceded her meeting with Edmond.  
16 Anna has yet to meet the NGO professional who serves as project coordinator for 

WRF’s DR Congo team. She runs an NGO in eastern DR Congo and was highly 

recommended by Edmond’s father. The three members of the Committee for WRF in the 

Congo had a six-hour phone meeting with Anna and a WRF board member in late 2009 

(with Edmond acting as translator). In this conversation, they discussed and finalized 

their respective roles and responsibilities. In addition to the project proposed by Cecile’s 

CBO, WRF agreed to fund seven other projects across the district.  Funding was made 

contingent on a field site visit to each project by WRF and was to be disbursed in two 

instalments: $11,400 to be wired in May 2010, to be followed by $6,000 by November 
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Upon signing the MoU, the Congolese team also signed an MoU with Cecile, the 

president, and the deputy leader of the CBO. This second MoU signed in July 2010, was 

drafted in French and gave a somewhat different title to the mill project: Installation of a 

Mill and Agriculture and Livestock. (Agriculture and livestock were not mentioned in 

WRF’s records nor was the creation of a fund for mothers.  WRF’s records entitle the 

project simply as “the mill project to benefit area women”). The MoU with the CBO 

briefly described the project’s goals, a timetable and accountability methods. 

 

The goals of the project contained in the CBO’s MoU (translated by the case study author 

from French) were to:  

 Reduce women’s work 

 Contribute to creating a fund to promote development actions for mothers or to 

foster mothers’ self-promotion 

 

The timeline was comprised of the following activities: 

 July 5, 2010: Consultative meeting with all beneficiaries 

 August 15, 2010: Major aims (mill and a nursery for vegetables) 

 July 1, 2011: Completion of project 

 

The methods of accountability were stated as: 

 Track expenses through regularly maintaining accounts and all related documents 

(books, bills, invoices, etc.)  

 Track each beneficiary through: a) monitoring, b) assessment meetings, c) financial 

reports. 

 

This simple, abbreviated MoU did not mention WRF’s major accountability demand, 

namely, the number of women to be impacted by the project.  Anna handed responsibility 

to what she believed was an able team of experienced professionals who were trusted by 

the locals. The team members agreed to volunteer their services without pay, to attend the 

first visit of each project when funds would be distributed, to accompany the WRF team 

on monitoring visits, and to visit each site near the end of the project to verify completion 

and to fulfill their administrative responsibilities. They received a $280 stipend for 

expenses incurred in administering the mill project. Funds for the mill project, totaling 

$2,280, were wired to a bank in eastern DR Congo in May 2010 and the project began as 

scheduled, in July 2010. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
2010, assuming all parties (community leaders, WRF’s Congolese team and WRF) 

approved. The seven other projects included three health projects, three economic 

development projects and one education project (i.e., the vocational school project).  
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PART C 

Evaluation  

 

Evaluating the mill project: March 10, 201117 

 

Less than a year after wiring money to the Committee for WRF in the Congo, Anna 

prepared to visit the mill project site to evaluate progress and, if satisfied, to disburse the 

promised funds for the vocational school project18 and to even consider potential new 

proposals from the CBO (and other groups). This occurred early in the grant cycle and 

Anna admitted that, ideally, she would have preferred to visit several months later, in 

June or July. But she was eager to get data that she could use as evidence to buttress 

further fundraising appeals in the U.S. 

 

Anna’s team had a smoother arrival into eastern DR Congo this second trip, flying in 

from Uganda. However, other tensions soon surfaced.  On this visit Anna did not have 

the advantage of a skilled translator like Edmond. She had hired Edmond’s friend, Chris, 

and was disappointed with his language skills.  He had no experience translating, was 

more fluent in French and Kiswahili than in English, and he did not speak the local 

language used in Cecile’s village. Edmond’s father, Anna’s trusted, volunteer Congolese 

representative, had developed throat cancer and could only whisper.  Neither of the 

remaining two members of WRF’s DR Congo team could attend the site visit. (The 

doctor was away for medical training and the project coordinator was attending to her 

daughter’s health.) Before setting off to visit the site to meet the CBO, Edmond’s father 

showed Anna a written report of all the expenses incurred in purchasing the mill and 

constructing the surrounding shed. Though detailed, it mentioned neither the number of 

women who benefited from the project nor the extent and nature of their involvement.  

Anna asked Chris to tell Edmond’s father and the rest of the Congolese team: 

 

We have to know the number of people helped... Also, how 

they are going to count who is helped. They have to start 

predicting, have to set goals. Makes a big difference. Five 

people with $5,000 or 5,000 people with $5, must know.  

The reason we ask this is because of the cost-benefit factor: 

how much did the project cost and how many people were 

helped? That, they need to project.  

                                                        
17 Large portions of Part C draw from Ramanath and Lepro (2013). The primary author 

accompanied WRF on this trip that included visits to WRF’s projects in Uganda and 

Kenya. This work was subsequently published in Evaluation and Program Planning (see 

Ramanath, 2014). 
18 To reiterate, two projects were approved by WRF’s Program Committee in 2009: one 

of them was the mill project, the subject of this case study, and the second was a 

vocational school project (addressed later in the case as the ”tailoring project”). The latter 

was approved for $2,000. These funds were to be disbursed to the CBO before November 

1, 2010 pending approval by all parties.   
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Edmond’s father suggested that Anna interview the recipients to assess the state of the 

project, but she insisted that in the future no application should be submitted to WRF 

unless it included the number of women expected to benefit from the proposed project.  

Other complications arose over the costs of renting a jeep, a driver, a translator and 

accommodations; all became cause for anxiety. Anna worried that these costs were well 

over the estimates she’d received before her trip. 

 

The visit to the mill project site thus began with some concerns about trip expenses, the 

translator and the lack of information on the extent and nature of women’s involvement 

in the mill project. The team allocated three to four hours for their site visit to the village.  

Upon arrival, they were warmly greeted by village women who had assembled in a 

church, along with a sizeable number of men, including Edmond’s father, Chris, WRF’s 

designated driver (Edmond’s brother), the village chief and men and boys who trickled in 

as the meeting continued. 

 

Cecile began by leading a prayer song and remained standing while she read a lengthy 

account of all the expenses incurred (see Appendix III, audio transcript of Cecile’s verbal 

financial report to the visiting WRF delegation). She delivered her account in French, and 

Chris verbally translated it into English.  Cecile stated that expenses had consumed 

almost all of the $2,000 from WRF. Transporting materials was very expensive, she 

reported, and seasonal fluctuations had caused other problems.  She said the grain seeds 

had been attacked by insects. 

 

This took Anna by surprise since she did not recall that WRF had approved the purchase 

of seeds, only of a mill. She was told that besides purchasing a grinding mill, the money 

had been used for an agricultural project.  Cecile’s report raised additional questions and 

revealed that a man was operating the grinder. Anna grew visibly upset as she requested 

clarifications and got no answers to her questions about who were benefiting from the 

mill, whether the women were using it for free, or how they were using it. At this point, 

she loudly remarked:  

 

   So basically no one benefits from the mill? 

 

Even without a translation of all of Anna’s comments for the audience at the church, the 

tension in the room was palpable. Cecile was quivering and mostly mumbled her answers 

to the translator who prodded her to speak up. The secretary and the treasurer of the local 

committee did not speak. Amidst all this, Anna accused the translator, Chris, and 

Edmond’s father of coaching the women and of interrupting the flow of her conversations 

with them. 

 

Maybe we should go see the mill! 

 

Before things degenerated further, Anna suggested taking a walk to the mill with some 

“beneficiaries”, including the secretary and the treasurer of the CBO, five other women 

and three men. During the 30-minute walk, the secretary told Anna that about 450 women 
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across the area were targeted to benefit from the mill, but lack of rain had resulted in low 

crop yields that kept the villages from using the mill.  Closer scrutiny of this tape-

recorded exchange, between Anna, the secretary and the treasurer, revealed that many of 

Anna’s questions about the CBO (how it functioned, what it did and how it distributed 

benefits) remained poorly answered. When the group reached the mill, repeated attempts 

to start the grinder failed, raising further suspicion. To Anna’s great relief,19 the driver 

who had accompanied the site visit team took over and managed to jump-start the 

grinder.   

 

Returning to the village church to deliver concluding remarks, Anna again asked how 

many had benefited from the mill. Five women in a church packed with at least 60 men, 

women and children, raised their hands. She then asked how many of them were likely to 

use the mill once there was grain to grind. A substantial number of hands went up.  Anna 

declared herself satisfied with the project’s outcome and announced that WRF would 

fund the CBO’s second proposal to start a vocational tailoring project for women.20  She 

noted that she would be back next year, in 2012, to assess how the tailoring project had 

influenced women. 

 

After returning to the U.S., Anna reflected further on her decision to fund the 

second project proposed by the CBO. Paraphrasing her comments to the case 

study author, Anna said that on her walk to the mill with the secretary and the 

treasurer of the CBO, she asked them how many children they had.  One told her 

she had 15 but 5 had died in the war. Another woman said she had 10 but 4 had 

died. Anna concluded that life for them was difficult.  She felt that Cecile lacked 

leadership abilities but had accomplished the CBO’s stated goal of setting up a 

mill. Anna therefore saw no reason to rescind WRF’s promise to fund the 

tailoring project.21 The CBO was handed the requested $2,000 immediately after 

                                                        
19 The case study author video-recorded the proceedings at the mill. When the grinder 

starts, Anna laughs and the members of the CBO and all those present react similarly.  

She reiterates her relief in a speech she later gives at the village church. 
20 According to Anna (and WRF’s 2013 ‘master project summary’ file shared with the 

case study author), this second project has evolved since 2009. The initial request for 

funds envisaged reconstructing an existing building into a vocational training center.  

Since that time, the CBO has decided to use the space to set up a tailoring school and also 

conduct literacy classes. 
21 WRF committed to disburse $2,000 to the CBO for a vocational training project by 

November 2010. WRF did not visit DR Congo in 2010; hence there was a four-month 

delay in delivering on this promise. Soon after Anna’s concluding speech in the church, 

MoUs were signed (between her Congolese team and WRF and between the Congolese 

team and the CBO) and $2,000 in cash was handed to Cecile. One year later, in March 

2012, when Anna returned to the village, she found that Cecile was no longer president of 

the CBO. The secretary, who had walked with Anna to the mill, now presided over the 

CBO. Since that visit in 2011, Anna has not revisited the grinding mill or inquired about 

its use. Anna’s inquiries about Cecile’s whereabouts and the reason for the leadership 

change yielded no response from the remaining members of the CBO.   
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Anna’s concluding speech at the church.  
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               The elliptical shape represents WRF’s area of work in the eastern district of DR Congo.   
 Source: accessed February 2014: http://www.nationsonline.org/oneworld/map/dr_congo_map2.htm 

Figure 1: Map of DR Congo 
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	   	   	   	   	   Appendix	  III	  
	  

Audio	  transcript	  of	  Cecile’s	  verbal	  financial	  report	  on	  the	  mill	  project	  
Presented	  to	  the	  visiting	  WRF	  team	  on	  March	  10,	  20111	  

	  
Cecile	  (in	  French)2:	  First	  project.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay,	  the	  first	  project.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  I	  will	  describe	  it.	  The	  title	  of	  the	  project:	  Mill	  and	  Agriculture.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay.	  	  The	  title:	  Moulin	  and	  Agriculture	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Organized	  by	  WRF.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  This	  is	  a	  project	  organized	  by	  WRF.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Executed	  by	  the	  mothers	  of	  [name	  of	  village	  hidden].	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Done	  by	  the	  mamas	  of	  [name	  of	  the	  village	  hidden).	  	  The	  one	  
who	  was	  the	  chief…	  
	  
Edmond’s	  father	  (in	  French):	  No,	  say	  women	  of	  [name	  of	  the	  village	  hidden].	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Oh,	  okay,	  the	  women	  of	  [name	  of	  the	  village	  hidden].	  
	  
Anna:	  The	  women	  of	  [name	  of	  the	  village	  hidden]	  the	  association.	  
	  
Chris:	  Yes,	  the	  association.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  The	  financial	  report.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Yes,	  the	  financial	  report.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Activities.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  The	  case	  study	  author	  did	  not	  have	  access	  to	  the	  written	  version	  of	  this	  report.	  
When	  the	  author	  asked	  Anna	  to	  see	  a	  copy,	  Anna	  said	  WRF	  did	  not	  keep	  a	  copy	  
because	  the	  village	  did	  not	  have	  easy	  access	  to	  a	  photocopier.	  She	  did	  not	  consider	  it	  
prudent	  to	  take	  away	  the	  original.	  The	  case	  study	  author	  therefore	  must	  rely	  
exclusively	  on	  the	  author’s	  tape-‐recorded	  version	  of	  the	  report	  that	  was	  presented	  
to	  the	  visiting	  evaluation	  team.	  	  
2	  The	  case	  study	  author	  had	  the	  French	  independently	  translated	  by	  a	  French-‐	  
speaking	  native	  (for	  verification).	  
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Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Activities.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Completion	  of	  NGO	  map,	  $50.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  The	  NGO…[unintelligible].	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Completion	  of	  NGO	  map,	  $50.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  The	  NGO	  map,	  they	  complete	  them	  and	  they	  get,	  and	  they	  
gave	  them	  $50.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Registration	  by	  local	  NGO	  ,	  $25.	  	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay,	  they	  book	  a	  reservation	  by	  NGO,	  local	  NGO,	  and	  they	  
gave	  $25.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Meeting	  of	  the	  committee	  of	  directors,	  $40.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay,	  meeting	  of	  the,	  the	  executive	  committee,	  hmmm,	  they	  
gave	  $40.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Travel	  of	  the	  president	  ,	  $24.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Journey	  of	  the	  president	  ,	  $24.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Installation	  of	  nursery	  ,	  $10.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay	  for	  the	  agriculture	  they	  got	  something	  to,	  the	  seeds,	  to	  
plant,	  so	  you	  can	  grow,	  ehhhh,	  $10.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Maintenance	  workers,	  $11.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Those	  who	  work	  in	  the	  field,	  ehhhh	  ,	  $11,	  11.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Ground	  work,	  $70.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Construction,	  to	  prepare,	  where	  they	  have	  to	  place	  the	  
moulin,	  eh,	  they	  spent	  $70.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Transportation	  of	  mill	  ,	  $10.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay,	  transportation	  for	  the	  moulin	  [mill]	  ,	  $10.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Transportation	  of	  tin	  ,	  $5.	  
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Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay,	  the	  zinc	  for	  the,	  the	  moulin	  [mill]…	  at	  $5.	  
	  
Anna:	  The	  what?	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  These	  things	  here…	  
	  
Anna:	  Oh,	  the	  tin.	  
	  
Chris:	  Yeah,	  the	  tin.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Installation	  of	  the	  mill	  ,	  $15.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay,	  to	  place	  the	  Moulin,	  to	  place,	  they,	  	  	  	  they	  spent	  $15.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Survey	  of	  the	  terrain	  ,	  $20.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay,	  to	  see	  how	  things	  were	  going	  on,	  on	  the	  ground,	  
where	  the	  moulin	  	  was	  ,	  $20.	  	  Those	  who	  were	  in	  charge	  to	  provide,	  to	  supervisize	  
[sic].	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Financial	  report,	  buying	  materials.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay,	  buying	  materials.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Accounting	  documents.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Accounting	  documents,	  for	  the	  accounting.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  $20.	  
	  
Chris:	  $20?	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Leek	  seeds,	  50	  boxes.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  50,	  50	  box	  [sic].	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  $200.	  
	  
Anna:	  	  What	  are	  those?	  “Semances	  poireau…”	  	  What	  is	  that?	  
	  
Chris:	  For	  the	  seeds,	  for	  the,	  how	  they	  call?	  	  Yeah.	  
	  
Anna:	  Oh,	  so	  those	  are	  seeds?	  	  “Semances”?	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  $200.	  
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Cecile:	  Mill,	  $135.	  
[No	  translation	  from	  Chris].	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  A	  litre	  of	  oil,	  $36.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  A	  litre	  of	  oil,	  ehhhh,	  $36.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  The	  field	  for	  the	  moulin,	  $40.	  
	  
Anna:	  The	  field?	  
	  
Chris:	  Yes,	  the	  field.	  
	  
Anna:	  To	  buy	  the	  land?	  
	  
Chris:	  No,	  to	  put	  in	  the	  moulin	  for	  …	  
	  
Anna:	  The	  fuel?	  
	  
Chris:	  The	  fuel.	  
	  
Cecile:	  The	  tin,	  $135.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  The	  tent,	  …mmm…	  
	  
Anna:	  Number	  six?	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Number	  six	  is	  the	  tent.	  	  This	  thing.	  	  For	  the	  house.	  
	  
Anna:	  The	  tin?	  
	  
Chris:	  The	  tent,	  $125,	  $25.	  
	  
Cecile:	  Stick	  [sic].	  50	  pieces.	  
	  
Anna:	  Those	  sticks?	  
	  
Anna:	  Sticks.	  
	  
Chris:	  Those	  sticks,	  yeah.	  
	  
Anna:	  Sticks.	  What	  is	  that	  called?	  	  That’s	  uh,	  well,	  sticks,	  okay.	  	  It’s	  called	  uh,	  frame?	  
	  
Case	  author:	  Scaffolding.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Ordinary	  nails	  [cost	  of	  “sticks”	  is	  not	  mentioned].	  
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Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Ordinary	  nails	  ,	  $20.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay,	  nail,	  uh,	  nails.	  	  The	  nails.	  	  Eight	  [boxes?].	  
	  
Anna:	  What	  is	  that?	  	  
	  
Chris:	  Nail,	  nails.	  
	  
Anna:	  Okay,	  thank	  you.	  
	  
Chris:	  Nails,	  50,	  and	  the	  other,	  for	  the	  zinc,	  for	  the,	  the	  tent	  also,	  9	  eh,	  9.	  
	  
Anna:	  9	  is	  also	  nails?	  	  Nails.	  
	  
Chris:	  Nails.	  
	  
Cecile:	  Nails.	  
	  
Chris:	  $20.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  $20.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Hmmm,	  $20.	  	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Other	  items.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay,	  so	  other	  things	  for	  the	  moulin	  (mill)…	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  $90.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Ehhh,	  $90.	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French):	  Roseau,	  Roseau	  [unclear].	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Roseau	  [unclear].	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Roseau.	  For	  the	  compound.	  	  Here	  in	  the	  village,	  small	  sticks,	  
small	  sticks	  they	  use	  to	  tie,	  the	  fence,	  the	  compound	  in	  the	  village.	  	  To	  make	  the	  
compound.	  
	  
Designated	  driver	  for	  WRF	  team:	  Sticks.	  
	  
Alice:	  Stick?	  
	  
Anna:	  Is	  it,	  is	  it	  a	  fence?	  
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Chris:	  Not	  a	  fence,	  not	  a	  fence.	  
	  
Anna:	  Is	  it	  …	  
	  
Chris:	  They	  are	  like	  sticks,	  sticks…	  
	  
Anna:	  Is	  it	  to	  mark	  it	  off?	  
	  
Designated	  driver	  for	  WRF	  team:	  [unintelligible].	  
	  
Anna:	  No,	  I	  don’t	  think	  so,	  no,	  to	  build	  the	  building,	  to	  mark	  the	  building,	  whatever.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Rope,	  rope	  ,	  $15.	  
	  
Chris:	  13,	  are	  we	  on	  13?	  
	  
Anna:	  12.	  
	  
Chris:	  12,	  okay.	  
	  
Anna:	  12	  is	  corde,	  yah.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Rope.	  
	  
Chris:	  13	  Door,	  eh?	  Door	  parts.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Pipes	  ,	  $12.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  15,	  pipes	  ,	  $12.	  
	  
Anna:	  What	  is	  14?	  	  I	  am	  sorry.	  
	  
Chris:	  14,	  for	  the	  water.	  
	  
Anna:	  Water?	  	  
	  
Chris:	  Yeah.	  
	  
Anna:	  Thank	  you.	  
	  
Chris:	  Container.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Materials.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Materials	  for	  the	  door,	  15,	  16.	  
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Anna:	  Doorbell?	  	  16	  is	  the	  doorbell?	  
	  
Chris:	  16,	  yah,	  16	  is	  the	  door,	  	  something	  on	  the	  wall.	  
	  
Anna:	  Frame?	  
	  
Chris:	  Frame.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Chevron	  ,	  $30.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Chevron.	  
	  
Anna:	  What	  is	  that?	  
	  
Chris:	  Chevron,	  like	  these	  things	  here	  for	  the	  tent,	  here.	  	  See	  those	  things?	  
	  
Anna:	  Yah.	  
	  
Chris:	  Those	  woods.	  
	  
Anna:	  The	  big	  ones,	  the	  framing	  wood?	  
	  
Case	  author:	  Planks.	  
	  
Chris:	  Planks.	  
	  
Anna:	  They	  are	  actually	  called,	  eh…	  
	  
Chris:	  Pipes?	  
	  
Anna:	  Nah…	  it’s	  called,	  eh.	  	  Let	  me	  call	  it	  wooden	  planks.	  	  What’s	  number,	  eh,	  what’s	  
number	  15?	  
	  
Chris:	  15?	  Pipe,	  pipe.	  
	  
Anna:	  Pipes?	  Thank	  you.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  The	  financial	  report.	  
	  
Anna:	  What	  is	  chevron?	  
	  
Chris:	  The	  pipes	  here.	  
	  
Anna:	  Oh,	  I	  thought	  that	  was,	  that’s	  15?	  
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Chris:	  15?	  [turns	  pages].	  15,	  pipes,	  the	  pipe.	  
	  
Anna:	  15	  is	  the	  pipe?	  
	  
Chris:	  Yah.	  
	  
Anna:	  Okay.	  
	  
Case	  author:	  Chevron	  is	  pipes?	  
	  
Anna:	  I	  don’t	  know	  what	  it	  is	  called.	  	  I	  can’t	  recall.	  	  
	  
Case	  author:	  I’ll	  think	  of	  it.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Financial	  report	  of	  the	  personnel.	  
	  
Chris	  and	  Edmond’s	  father:	  [unintelligible	  dialogue].	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Part	  C.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Point	  C.	  
	  
Anna:	  Yep,	  yep.	  
	  
Chris:	  Personnel	  are	  those	  who	  work.	  
	  
Anna:	  Work,	  sure.	  	  Yah,	  yah.	  
	  
Chris:	  But	  no	  payment,	  nobody	  was	  paid.	  
	  
Anna:	  Volunteer?	  
	  
Chris:	  Yep.	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French):	  Volunteer,	  they	  are	  all	  volunteers?	  
	  
Cecile:	  	  Yes.	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French):	  Are	  they	  all	  volunteers?	  
	  
Edmond’s	  father	  (in	  French):	  They	  are	  all	  volunteers.	  	  No	  payment.	  
	  
Chris:	  Okay.	  	  No	  payment.	  	  There	  were	  other	  things.	  	  No	  payment.	  
	  
Anna:	  Divers,	  what	  does	  that	  mean?	  
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Chris:	  Divers.	  	  In	  case	  of	  need,	  you	  can	  call	  people	  divers.	  	  When	  you	  need	  people	  
they	  can	  come	  and	  help	  you,	  but	  you	  don’t	  pay	  anything.	  
	  
Anna:	  Divers.	  
	  
Chris:	  Just	  for	  the	  moulin	  [mill]	  maybe	  you	  need	  something.	  	  Maybe	  water.	  	  Someone	  
can	  come	  fetch	  water	  for	  you.	  	  You	  do	  not	  pay	  anything.	  
	  
Anna:	  Divers.	  
	  
Chris:	  Yah.	  	  Other	  things,	  you	  can	  say	  other	  things.	  
	  
Anna:	  Miscellaneous?	  
	  
Chris:	  Other	  things.	  
	  
Designated	  driver	  for	  WRF:	  	  [unintelligible].	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French):	  Other	  things.	  
	  
Anna:	  Miscellaneous?	  	  Miscellaneous?	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  List.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay,	  that	  is	  point	  2.	  	  Short	  sentence.	  
	  
Anna:	  Tableaux.	  	  What	  is	  that?	  [Anna	  is	  reading	  this	  in	  her	  copy	  of	  the	  report].	  
	  
Chris:	  Table.	  
	  
Case	  author:	  It	  is	  a	  summary	  table.	  
	  
Anna:	  Summary	  table.	  
	  
Anna:	  Okay.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  All	  went	  to	  the	  moulin	  (mill).	  
	  
Anna:	  All	  of	  it	  went	  to	  the,	  yeah…	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French):	  [unintelligible	  dialogue].	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Almost	  all	  the,	  the	  $2,000	  went	  for	  the,	  something	  rest,	  eh,	  
remaining,	  but,	  the	  big	  part,	  okay,	  went	  to	  …	  
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Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Difficult	  season.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  They	  had	  some	  difficulty	  with	  the	  season.	  
	  
Anna:	  What	  kind	  of	  difficulty	  did	  they	  have?	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French):	  What	  kind	  of	  difficulty?	  	  Give	  an	  example.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Dry	  season.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Dry	  season.	  	  Okay.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  The	  seeds	  in	  the	  nursery	  were	  attacked	  by	  insects.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  The	  seeds	  were	  attacked,	  by	  insects.	  
	  
Anna:	  What	  kind	  of	  seeds	  were	  they?	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French):	  What	  kind	  of	  seeds?	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  Leek.	  
	  
Designated	  driver	  for	  WRF:	  Leek	  seeds.	  
	  
Chris:	  Onion,	  you	  can	  say,	  onion.	  
	  
Anna:	  Onion?	  
	  
Chris:	  The	  leaves	  are	  very	  long.	  	  It	  comes	  out.	  long.	  
	  
Anna:	  They	  were	  going	  to	  grill,	  grind	  the	  onion?	  
	  
Chris:	  I	  think.	  
	  
Designated	  driver	  for	  WRF:	  [unintelligible].	  
	  
Chris:	  It	  comes	  out	  very	  long.	  And	  they	  can	  use	  the…	  
	  
Case	  author:	  For	  the	  mill,	  they	  were	  going	  to	  grind	  onion	  in	  the	  mill?	  
	  
Anna:	  Let	  me	  do	  the	  asking.	  They	  were	  going	  to	  grind	  onion	  in	  the	  mill?	  	  Do	  they?	  
	  
Chris:	  No,	  that	  was	  for	  the	  agriculture.	  
	  
Anna:	  Okay.	  
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Chris:	  That	  is	  what	  she	  meant.	  	  She	  had	  two	  projects,	  I	  think.	  	  Moulin	  and	  agriculture.	  
	  
Anna:	  Okay…	  they	  didn’t.	  	  Okay.	  	  So,	  okay,	  go	  ahead.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  What	  I	  need.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  What	  she	  needs	  in	  the	  project.	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  The	  project	  money	  was	  not	  sufficient.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  She	  needs	  much	  money	  for	  the	  project.	  
	  
Anna:	  She	  did	  not	  have	  enough	  money?	  	  She	  didn’t?	  
	  
Chris:	  	  No,	  the	  money	  she	  had,	  she	  went	  with	  the	  moulin	  [mill]	  all.	  	  And	  she	  had	  to	  do	  
the	  agriculture	  but	  she	  was	  not	  able	  to	  look,	  for	  other	  two	  projects	  to	  take	  care.	  	  And	  
now	  she	  needs	  some	  more	  money.	  	  The	  next	  project…	  
	  
Anna:	  Next	  project	  is?	  
	  
Chris:	  …that	  she	  is	  going	  to	  present.	  	  Before	  that	  we	  have	  to	  see	  what	  was	  done.	  
	  
Anna:	  Okay,	  so,	  what’s	  the	  second	  one?	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  We	  must	  survey	  it.	  
	  
Chris:	  Okay,	  you	  must	  have	  your	  eyes,	  to	  see	  what	  is	  going	  all	  the	  time.	  	  Suivi	  [survey	  
in	  French].	  	  She	  has	  finished.	  
	  
Anna:	  Okay,	  so	  did	  they	  use	  the	  mill	  then?	  
	  
Chris	  (French):	  You	  ask	  the	  question	  and	  she	  will	  write	  and	  try	  to	  answer.	  
	  
Edmond’s	  father	  (local	  dialect):	  [unintelligible].	  
	  
Chris:	  She	  wants	  to	  present	  second	  project	  after	  you	  have	  seen	  what	  was	  done.	  
	  
Anna:	  Okay.	  
	  
Chris:	  She	  can	  present	  it	  now.	  
	  
Anna:	  Sure.	  	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French):	  Present.	  
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Anna:	  Can	  I	  ask	  questions	  about	  the	  first	  project?	  	  Or	  does	  she	  want	  to	  wait?	  	  Does	  
she	  want	  to	  wait?	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French):	  Do	  you	  want	  to	  answer	  questions	  now	  or	  after	  visit?	  	  The	  
questions?	  
	  
Anna:	  Ask	  the	  questions?	  
	  
Chris:	  She	  can	  answer	  them	  and	  we	  can	  then	  see	  the	  project.	  
	  
Anna:	  Okay,	  were	  they	  able	  to	  use	  the	  mill	  for	  anything?	  	  Did	  they	  use	  the	  mill?	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French):	  Did	  you	  use	  the	  mill?	  	  The	  project?	  	  Give	  an	  example.	  
	  
Chris	  and	  Cecile	  (in	  French):	  [unintelligible	  dialogue].	  
	  
[From	  this	  point	  on,	  it	  is	  difficult	  to	  hear	  Cecile’s	  whispered	  response	  to	  Chris.	  ].	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  They	  bought	  the	  moulin	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  season,	  in	  2010.	  	  It	  
is	  working.	  	  
	  
Anna:	  It’s	  working	  but	  they	  have	  not	  used	  it	  yet.	  	  They	  haven’t	  done	  any	  milling	  yet?	  
	  
Chris:	  It’s	  starting.	  
	  
Anna:	  It’s	  cutting.	  	  How	  much	  have	  they	  cut?	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French):	  How	  much	  have	  you	  ground?	  	  Estimate.	  
	  
Anna:	  Okay,	  ask	  her	  this:	  Do	  they	  use	  it	  everyday?	  	  Is	  it	  used	  all	  day?	  	  Is	  it	  used	  one	  
day	  a	  week?	  	  How	  often	  is	  it	  used?	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Everyday.	  
	  
Anna:	  Everyday?	  Okay,	  everyday	  it	  is	  used,	  how	  many	  hours	  a	  day?	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Not	  today	  because...	  
	  
Anna:	  Yah	  [laughs].	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Okay,	  from	  7:30	  to	  5:00	  p.m.,	  it’s	  open.	  	  It	  depends	  on	  those	  
who	  come.	  
	  
Anna:	  7:30	  to	  5:00	  p.m.?	  
	  
Chris:	  5:00	  p.m.	  
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Anna:	  Who	  uses	  the	  mill,	  and	  how	  do	  they…?	  	  Do	  they	  get	  to	  use	  it	  for	  free?	  	  Do	  they	  
have	  to	  pay	  to	  use	  it?	  	  How	  does	  that	  work?	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Ah,	  a	  man	  works	  it.	  
	  
Anna:	  A	  man	  does	  it?	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  He	  does	  it.	  
	  
Anna:	  So,	  how	  do	  they	  use	  the	  mill?	  	  How	  is	  it	  used	  to	  help	  the	  beneficiaries?	  	  Who	  
benefits	  from	  it	  and	  how	  do	  they	  benefit?	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  [The]	  womens	  [sic]	  of	  [location	  of	  village	  hidden],	  are	  the	  
benefits.	  
	  
Anna:	  So,	  how,	  please	  explain	  to	  me	  how,	  how	  does	  it	  work?	  	  Do	  the	  women	  bring	  
the	  stuff?	  	  Explain	  to	  me	  how	  the	  mill	  works.	  	  How	  is	  it	  benefitting?	  
	  
[Edmond’s	  father	  speaking	  in	  background].	  
	  
Anna:	  Describe	  it.	  	  Describe	  it	  to	  me.	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French)	  to	  Cecile:	  Try	  a	  bit	  to	  describe	  the	  benefits.	  
	  
[Unintelligible	  dialogue	  between	  Chris,	  Cecile	  and	  Edmond’s	  father.	  The	  level	  of	  
noise	  in	  the	  church	  goes	  up	  with	  babies	  crying	  and	  people	  speaking	  amongst	  
themselves.	  	  This	  dialogue	  between	  them	  lasts	  2½	  minutes].	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  	  Okay,	  the	  men	  [sic]	  works	  there	  and	  maybe	  just	  give	  him	  
something	  to	  help	  him.	  	  And	  the	  womens	  [sic]	  they	  are	  …	  choose	  by	  week.	  	  Maybe	  a	  
certain	  group	  comes	  and	  they	  work	  there	  but	  for	  free.	  	  They	  do	  not	  get	  anything,	  
that	  is	  what	  she	  says,	  and	  the	  small	  they	  gain	  from	  there,	  they	  buy	  fuel	  and	  other	  
things	  to	  make	  the	  moulin	  [mill]	  work.	  	  That’s	  what	  she	  said	  and	  there’s	  nothing	  that	  
they	  gain	  or	  to	  do	  other	  activities.	  	  
	  
Anna:	  There’s	  no	  benefit	  basically.	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris	  (in	  French)	  to	  Cecile:	  There	  aren’t	  any	  beneficiaries?	  
	  
Anna:	  No	  one	  benefits	  from	  the	  mill?	  	  Just	  ask	  her	  the	  question	  and	  get	  the	  answer.	  	  
	  
Translation	  from	  Chris:	  Just	  the	  women,	  they	  come	  and,	  for	  free,	  I	  think.	  	  Just	  to	  help	  
the	  womens	  [sic],the	  women	  and,	  that’s	  what	  she	  said.	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French)	  to	  Cecile:	  [Unintelligible].	  
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Anna:	  Just	  ask	  the	  questions	  and	  let	  her	  answer.	  	  Don’t,	  you	  don’t	  have	  to	  coach	  her.	  	  
Just	  answer,	  just	  have	  her	  answer	  the	  questions.	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French)	  to	  Cecile:	  Are	  there	  no	  beneficiaries?	  	  No	  beneficiaries?	  
	  
Multiple	  parties	  [Chris,	  Edmond’s	  father,	  Cecile,	  the	  village	  chief]	  engage	  in	  an	  
unintelligible	  dialogue.	  
	  
Anna:	  Maybe	  we	  should	  go	  see	  the	  mill	  and	  they	  can,	  then	  maybe	  she	  can	  explain	  
easier	  what,	  how	  it	  works.	  
	  
Chris:	  Okay.	  
	  
Edmond’s	  father:	  [unintelligible	  whisper].	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French)	  to	  Edmond’s	  father:	  No,	  it’s	  okay.	  	  
	  
[Chris,	  Edmond’s	  father	  and	  Cecile	  engage	  in	  an	  unintelligible	  dialogue	  for	  3	  
minutes].	  
	  
Anna:	  Alright,	  let	  me	  ask	  this…	  
	  
Chris:	  She	  is	  not	  able	  to,	  we	  can	  go	  see…	  
	  
Cecile	  (in	  French):	  I	  say,	  we	  also	  buy	  the	  fuel	  with	  this	  money	  and	  then	  we	  prepare…	  
	  
Anna:	  Alright,	  do	  any	  of	  these	  women	  benefit	  from	  it?	  	  I	  would	  like	  to	  hear	  from	  
them,	  then.	  
	  
Chris:	  Okay.	  	  
	  
Chris	  (in	  French)	  to	  Cecile:	  Are	  any	  of	  the	  beneficiaries	  here?	  
	  
Anna:	  Are	  some	  of	  these	  women	  the	  beneficiaries?	  	  Maybe	  they	  can	  tell	  me	  how	  they	  
benefitted	  from	  it.	  	  Let	  them,	  I’d	  like	  to	  talk	  to	  these	  ladies.	  	  They	  can	  tell	  me	  if	  it’s	  
worth	  having	  it.	  	  I	  don’t	  want	  him	  [Edmond’s	  father]	  to	  coach	  them	  first.	  	  I	  want	  to,	  I	  
want	  to	  hear	  from	  them	  [the	  women].	  
	  
[Unintelligible	  dialogue	  between	  Chris,	  Edmond’s	  father	  and	  Cecile].	  
	  
Anna:	  Would	  it	  be	  possible	  to	  ask	  some	  of	  the	  women	  if	  it	  is	  helping	  them?	  	  Do	  they	  
like	  the	  mill?	  	  I’d	  like	  to	  talk	  to	  the	  ladies.	  	  I	  don’t	  want	  him	  [Edmond’s	  father]	  to	  
coach	  them.	  	  I	  want	  to	  hear	  from	  them.	  
	  
Chris:	  They	  like	  it,	  but	  …	  	  
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[Unintelligible	  dialogue	  between	  Edmond’s	  father,	  Cecile	  and	  Chris].	  
	  
Anna:	  I	  don’t	  like	  it	  that	  he’s	  coaching	  them.	  	  I	  don’t	  like	  that.	  
	  
Chris:	  Not	  coach,	  but,	  you	  have	  to	  explain,	  to	  give	  them	  strength	  because	  they	  are	  
ashamed.	  	  They	  don’t	  have	  the	  strength	  and	  power	  to	  come	  and	  talk.	  	  	  
	  
Anna:	  Well,	  that	  lady	  wanted	  to	  come	  up	  and	  talk,	  but	  he	  [Edmond’s	  father]	  told	  her	  
to	  sit	  down.	  	  	  
	  
Chris:	  I,	  I	  don’t	  know	  why.	  
	  
Anna:	  I	  wish	  he	  [Edmond’s	  father]	  would	  just	  sit	  down	  and	  let	  them	  talk.	  	  Tell	  him	  
that	  I	  want	  to	  take	  some	  beneficiaries	  to	  the	  mill	  right	  now.	  	  That’s	  all	  I	  want.	  Just	  
the	  women,	  you	  [Chris],	  and	  her	  [Cecile].	  	  That’s	  it.	  	  Nobody	  else.	  
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TEACHING NOTES 

 

The ethical implications of fly-by evaluations: Lessons from a leader’s heartfelt experiences in 

the eastern Democratic Republic of Congo 

 

Case summary and teaching objectives 

 

This case study focuses on a growing population of young, U.S.-based international 

nongovernmental organizations (INGOs) and the effects of time, methodological rigor and 

funding on their evaluation practices. The case highlights the experiences of Anna, the founder-

leader of one such young U.S.-based INGO. Her first journey into the eastern portion of the 

Democratic Republic of Congo (DR Congo) is driven by the persuasive discourse of DR 

Congo’s history of extreme sexual torture against women and girls (Autesserre, 2012). Until 

recently learning about DR Congo’s legacy of brutal rape and abuse of women, this INGO and 

its leader had been unfamiliar with the country. 

 

The first few pages introduce the reader to Anna’s INGO, Women’s Resource Fund (WRF) [a 

pseudonym]. Part A describes the circumstances culminating in Anna’s preliminary visit to 

eastern DR Congo where she gathers impressions and returns to her headquarters in the U.S. 

with grant proposals from NGOs and community-based organizations (CBOs). One such 

proposal from a CBO of women in eastern DR Congo forms the focus of Parts B and C of the 

case. Her INGO approves awards of $2,000 each for two projects: 1) a grain grinding mill and 2) 

a vocational training project. Funds for the training project are made contingent on WRF’s site 

visit to assess the performance of the first project. WRF wires money for the grain grinding mill 

to a volunteer group of local, well-respected Congolese elites who serve as her field-level 

representatives charged with accounting for the use of funds and monitoring agreed-upon 

outcomes. Less than a year after approving the projects, the INGO revisits the CBO in DR 

Congo to evaluate the use of the funds. INGOs, like the WRF, are often required to complete an 

evaluation of their work for donors. The results of these evaluations can influence program 

design, determine future funding and ultimately affect the communities in which 

INGOs work. 

 

The struggles encountered in the conduct of the evaluation (Part C) present various issues that 

INGOs face as they implement programs and seek to assess the effectiveness of the programs 

they fund. These challenges are heightened for young INGOs such as WRF that face more severe 

limitations of time, methodological rigor and financial resources. These limitations influence 

several aspects of an evaluation exercise (Part C) including: program planning and design, 

methods of data collection and analysis, and the ability to learn from mistakes. More 

importantly, these challenges in the conduct of evaluations have important ethical implications 

for the future of the programs and the lives of the communities these programs purport to serve. 

These implications and the efforts that can be made to minimize them comprise the key learning 

objectives of this case. 

 

 

 



Ramanath, 2013 

2 
 

Ideal courses and accompanying readings 

 

In particular, the case most directly lends itself to graduate and undergraduate courses in 

nonprofit/NGO management, sustainable international development, and program planning and 

evaluation. In my own teaching, I have found it ideally suited to sessions on the ethics of 

international development evaluation. My suggestions for class discussion will draw on the 

literature on evaluation and, more specifically, on the ethical implication these evaluations have 

on the programs that INGOs fund. The case study, however, lends itself to numerous other 

paradigms besides ethics and ethical evaluation. Other lines of analysis may include performance 

measurement and management, accountability and leadership. 

 

Students should have read the entire case prior to attending the discussion session. In addition, 

prior readings may be assigned in two areas: 1) a general profile of DR Congo and an 

introduction to the eastern DR Congo conflict; and 2) ethics, evaluation and evaluation ethics. I 

offer a brief synopsis below, although the suggested readings at the end of this document cover 

these topics in more detail. 

 

A brief profile of the eastern DR Congo 

 

The project discussed in this study is in a district situated in the northeasternmost province of DR 

Congo. DR Congo is a vast, resource-rich country in the heart of the African continent. It is the 

site of a prolonged conflict that began in 1998 and continues to this day. The country still bears 

the scars from two wars: the first started in 1996 in the eastern part of the country and lasted until 

1997. The second war began in 1998 with an invasion in the east by Congolese rebels supported 

by foreign troops, which then led to an intervention by other neighboring countries in support of 

the DR Congo government. This war involved up to seven African states and several rebel 

groups. A ceasefire agreement was signed in July 1999 in Lusaka, Zambia and the United 

Nations deployed the United Mission in the DR Congo (MONUC) in 2000 to help ensure 

compliance with the agreement. Fighting continued despite the agreement, particularly in the 

eastern parts of the country and lasted until another peace agreement was signed between rebel 

groups and the government of the DR Congo at the end of 2002. But interregional fighting has 

persisted since 2002. 

 

The democratic elections mandated by the Lusaka Agreement were finally held in 2006. Some 

observers say that living conditions in the eastern parts of the DR Congo have deteriorated 

significantly since the elections (Autesserre, 2012; Dizolele, 2010). According to the Internal 

Displacement Monitoring Centre (2011), more people were internally displaced in 2010 than in 

2006 and the DR Congo dropped nineteen places in the Human Development Index, going from 

167 in 2006 to 186 in 2013. The two wars and the continued conflict are blamed for an estimated 

5.4 million fatalities, although, a vast majority of these are related to causes besides fighting. 

Food shortages, malnutrition and a lack of access to basic health care, potable water and disease 

were all exacerbated by the internal displacements the conflicts produced. The causes of the wars 

and the continuing conflict are myriad, notably clashes over land, language, ethnicity, migration, 

combative actions by domestic and regional leaders, access to natural resources, weak national 

security, and high levels of corruption in all levels of the administrative system. Some observers 

argue that international efforts at building peace and democracy—including advocacy campaigns 
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led by Europe and North America and humanitarian, development and peace-building activities 

implemented by NGOs and other international, regional and multi-national agencies— may have 

aggravated an already precarious situation. These well-intentioned efforts, Autesseree 

(2012) argues, have focused attention on “simple narratives” of sexual violence, illegal mineral 

resource exploitation and extending state authority at the cost of several other causes such as 

land battles, poverty, corruption and confrontations amongst state officials. 

 

These and other issues related to the analysis of the crisis in the DR Congo may be accessed 

from the attached bibliography. 

 

Ethics and ethical implications of evaluation 

 

Broadly stated, a discussion of ethics considers good and bad, and what falls within the moral 

duties and obligations of an evaluator. An evaluation takes on ethical implications if limitations 

and challenges in the conduct of evaluation inhibit an evaluator’s ability to distinguish good from 

bad and to fulfill his/her moral duties and obligations as an evaluator. Hendricks and Bamberger 

(2010, 553) clarify the meaning of ethical implication by distinguishing between the effects on 

the evaluation and the effects on the program. An underfunded evaluation may prevent an 

evaluator from hearing the voices of all those affected by the program. Not being able to 

incorporate the voices of all the affected can create ethical implications for the future of the 

program as well as those associated with it.  

 

While there are no absolute standards on what constitutes an ethically conducted evaluation, 

there are guiding principles that are recommended by national and international associations, 

including the American Evaluation Association (2004), the U.S. Agency for International 

Development (2011), the African Evaluation Association (2006/07), the Swiss Evaluation 

Society (2000), the United Nations Evaluation Group (2008), the Organization for Economic Co-

operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) (1991), United 

Nations Children’s Fund (2004) and International Development Evaluation Association (2013), 

among others. 

 

Barring some exceptions (Schwandt, 2007; Fleischacker, 1999), these guidelines generally hold 

that ethical conduct requires that evaluators have a commitment to evidence (scientific integrity 

or systematic inquiry), competence, personal integrity, honesty, respect for persons and 

responsibility to the general welfare of society (American Evaluation Association, 2004). With 

much of the burden of evaluation placed on the leader of an organization, it also is useful to 

consider customary guidelines of ethical leadership. Northouse (2013), for instance, contends 

that ethical leaders must respect others, serve others, be just, be honest and build community. 

In guiding class discussions, I find it useful to analyze the literature through the lens of 

Hendricks and Bamberger (2010), who offer four specific aims of ethical evaluation: to provide 

information about the effects of programming, to identify potential harms that may be occurring, 

to promote equity and to give all stakeholders a voice. 

 

Students must be encouraged to develop other aims that capture their own understanding of 

ethical evaluation practices in an international context including work in the eastern DR Congo. 
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This preparation before class will allow for a full, 90 minutes of discussion of the details 

presented in the case. 

 

Leading class discussion 

 

Discussion can begin by analyzing the motivations, mission and methods of the INGO. 

These can be articulated in a series of questions that must be dealt with one by one. 

 

 Who does the Women’s Resource Fund (WRF) seek to serve? 

 What motivates its mission? 

 How would you describe the leadership of WRF? 

 How has Anna as the founder-leader influenced the direction and growth of 

WRF? 

 As a northern INGO, how does WRF select and organize its work with its 

Southern partners? 

 How does WRF measure the impact of its work? 

 What are the key strengths and weaknesses of WRF’s structure and methods? 

 How are the structures and methods likely to affect its mission to provide health, 

education and economic development opportunities for women who earn less than $2 a 

day? 

 Discuss the mission and goals. Are they realistic? What are they based on? 

Is their basis sound? 

 

Discussion may then move to the specifics of WRF’s entry into the DR Congo and an nalysis of 

the circumstances shaping its decisions following this first trip. 

 

 Why did WRF enter the DR Congo? 

 What were its initial impressions? 

 What guided its decision to award $4,000 to the CBO? 

 Who are the key stakeholders in the mill project? 

 What is WRF’s capacity to work in the DR Congo or to assess the value of its work 

there? 

 How far do WRF’s commitments extend—to the successful completion of the project(s)? 

What happens if the mill goes unused or if weather again does not cooperate? Could the 

mill become a white elephant, a visible symbol of abandonment or of unfulfilled potential 

or promises? 

 Does the disbursement of funds and the seeding of start-ups automatically carry moral 

obligations? Do Anna’s conclusions at the end of her rocky visit to the mill site violate 

the elements of ethical leadership (e.g., Northouse’s to “be honest”)? 

 What is the capacity of the host country partners (comprising the three-member 

Congolese team and the CBO) to fulfill WRF’s stated mission? 

 

Before moving to Part C where the WRF assumes the role of an evaluator, it is useful to discuss 

the rise of U.S.-based INGOs in recent years. Young charities like WRF have grown in both 

number and importance in the 21st Century (Red and Kerlin, 2003). According to the National 
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Center for Charitable Statistics (2013), the number of 501(c)(3) public charities focusing on 

international, foreign affairs and national security has more than doubled, from 7,546 in 2000 to 

17,302 in December 2012. These public charities comprise several subsets of organizations, 

including those focusing on advocacy, cultural exchange, emergency relief and development. 

The largest two subsets are devoted to international relief and development. The nature of the 

challenges encountered and the possibilities for future courses of action are likely to differ for 

each INGO subset. Yet, they all face fundamental ethical dilemmas around how best to evaluate 

the effectiveness of their work.  

 

The discussion can then move to the dilemmas Anna faced in evaluating the use of the $2,000 

WRF had disbursed for the mill project. Discussions at this stage can be organized in various 

ways. I have found it useful to begin by examining the accountability demands INGOs such as 

WRF and other actors face, including host country participants comprising NGOs, CBOs and 

clients. This directs discussion towards the tensions and the ethical implications these tensions 

represent, for example, a potential disconnect between the demands of funders and the capacity 

of local participants to meet those demands and the merits of using internal versus external 

evaluators. The discussion may then tackle the ethical implications resulting from INGO 

shortfalls in planning, data collection, analysis and learning. 

 What was WRF’s purpose in this second trip to DR Congo? 

 Who is WRF accountable to and why? 

 Who is the Congolese team accountable to and why? 

 Who is the CBO accountable to and why? 

 What are the similarities and differences in the nature and direction of the accountability 

of WRF, the Congolese team and the CBO? 

 What are Anna’s main challenges as she evaluates the use of her $2,000 grant to the 

CBO? 

 Did Anna have sufficient information to undertake a full and realistic appraisal of the 

intended outcome of “benefiting women”? 

 What types of evaluation may be best suited for assessing this intermediate stage of the 

project (such as participatory reflection or an institutional theory approach)? 

 Who should conduct the evaluation and why? Who should evaluate the evaluator—i.e., 

does the evaluator have an ethical responsibility to familiarize herself/himself with 

accepted norms of evaluation? 

 Why was Cecile largely silent when asked “who benefits from the mill”? 

 What importance should be placed on a translator’s role in an evaluation? 

 Why did Anna decide to see the mill? 

 Why did Anna favorably evaluate the mill project? 

 What factors influenced Anna’s decision to fund the tailoring project proposed by the 

CBO? (This question refers to the lack of full information on such aspects as the 

constitution of the CBO, past and potential beneficiaries of the project and, most 

importantly, how the mill project had achieved the INGO’s stated mission of 

economically advancing women). On her March 2012 trip, Anna discovered that Cecile 

no longer presided over the CBO. Should this concern WRF? 

 

Class discussion can now begin on the ethical implications of evaluations. Drawing on 
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the work of Hendricks and Bamberger (2010) referenced earlier, an ethically justifiable design of 

evaluation requires evaluators to have valid and useful information about the project and its 

effects; to understand the harm/s it may be causing itself; to learn about what inequities it is 

generating; and to hear from all those affected.  

 

WRF faced constraints that made it difficult to realize these goals. For one, Anna had limited 

time in the field. This was one of five other projects she was evaluating in her 3-day trip to the 

DR Congo. She had already visited Uganda and was headed to Kenya following this visit. She 

had an imperfect translator and she struggled over what methods to utilize to elicit answers from 

Cecile and other members of the CBO. This limitation compromised the data collection and the 

analysis process. She also had limited financial resources to undertake systematic planning and 

inquiry before the trip. Nor did she have the wherewithal to train and build evaluation capacity in 

her Congolese partners and CBO members. These constraints in time, methodological rigor 

and/or financial resources, hamper much development evaluation. 

 

It is unsurprising that an evaluation undertaken in the remote locales of a severely challenged 

area such as eastern DR Congo would be difficult for a young INGO such as Women’s Resource 

Fund. More enlightening is an examination of (a) how decisions are made in light of these 

challenges and their ethical implications for the program; and (b) what measures may be put in 

place to help minimize the ethical challenges facing evaluators working under similar resource 

constraints.  

 

I summarize the challenges in the conduct of evaluation, their ethical implications and some 

future steps for INGO governance in Table I. Column 1 of the table discusses the key challenges 

encountered in the course of planning for and evaluating the program. In Column 2, I discuss 

how the case INGO struggles to realize the four ethical values in the context of each stage of 

evaluation. Challenges in meeting these values and the resulting ethical implications can arise 

during any stage of the evaluation. Column three includes a discussion of some suggested 

strategies to bridge the gap between a young INGO’s capacity and the demands placed on it for 

performing an ethically sound evaluation. 

 

At this stage of the discussion, students can begin crafting action plans for how to design and 

deliver programs and conduct monitoring and evaluations that minimize ethical abuses. Students 

should be reminded about the paucity of organizational resources (time, methodological rigor 

and money) that must inform their suggestions for future courses of action. They are likely to 

suggest that WRF allocate more resources toward the development of a sound monitoring and 

evaluation system and/or consider narrowing the scope of its services to strengthen the depth and 

rigor of its work in the eastern DR Congo. Notwithstanding this likelihood, students can be 

divided into groups to discuss pragmatic methods of monitoring and evaluation that can be 

applied to resource-challenged agencies. This discussion may be organized by considering the 

following: 

 

 How can the evaluation collect valid and useful information on the effects of the project? 

 How can the evaluation expand its understanding of the harms and benefits the project is 

producing? 
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 How can the evaluation identify and comprehend all the elements that influence the 

project’s performance? 

 How can the evaluation avoid perpetuating the very inequities the funder is seeking to 

address? 

 

Young INGOs, with their scarce resources, may not explicitly articulate their evaluation 

challenges or recognize the resulting ethical implications for their projects, yet the aim of this 

case study is to demonstrate that doing so offers the possibility of avoiding similar errors in the 

future. Resources spent on travel, including time and money, could be redirected toward building 

the infrastructure necessary to design programs and to develop ethically -sound evaluation 

practices. While more time, methodological rigor and funds for evaluation are beneficial, they do 

not ensure ethical monitoring and evaluation procedures. Fundamental to substantial inquiry and 

ethical procedures is the existence of an individual, organizational and sector-wide culture that 

values ethical evaluation as integral to the organization’s growth and development. With 

heightened attention for demonstrable results, these ethical implications cannot be overlooked. 

The case thus begs the fundamental question for NGOs at large and for INGOs, in particular: Is 

avoiding harm more important than failing to help? 

 

References on the DR Congo (including a brief summary of key arguments students may 

find pertinent before reading this case) 

 

 Those unfamiliar with the history, economics and politics of the DR Congo, might start 

with BBC’s profile of the DR Congo: http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/worldafrica- 

13283212 

 

Several other resources that offer an analysis of the conflict and life conditions in eastern 

DR Congo are listed below: 

 

 Eastern Congo Initiative maintains a short summary of the eastern DR Congo 

conflict: http://www.easternCongo.org/about/what-we-do 

 

 Photojournalist Marcus Bleasdale’s 2010 book, Rape of a Nation, is a visual story eastern 

DR Congo’s conflict. Schilt Publishing; 240 pages. 

 

 Autesserre, S. (2006). “Local Violence, National Peace? Postwar ‘Settlement’ in the 

Eastern D.R. Congo (2003-2006).” African Studies Review. Vol. 49, No. 3, pp.1-29. This 

article is a conceptual analysis of the dynamics of violence that followed the official end 

of the war in DR Congo on June 30, 2003. 

 

 Autesserre, S. (2012). “Dangerous Tales: Dominant Narratives on the Congo and their 

Unintended Consequences.” African Affairs. Vol.III[?], No.443, pp.202-222 

The article analyzes the unintended, often perverse consequences of well-intentioned 

international efforts by critically examining three narratives dominating the discourse on 

the DR Congo, namely, illegal exploitation of natural resources, sexual abuse of women 

and girls, and reconstruction of state authority. The author argues that these narratives 

http://www.easterncongo.org/about/what-we-do
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obscure a multi-layered understanding of the Congo and orient intervention toward 

technical responses rather than the search for more comprehensive solutions. 

 

 Maedi, A. (2011). “Rape as a Weapon of War in the Eastern DR Congo?” The 

Victim’s Perspective. Human Rights Quarterly. Vol.33, No.1, pp.128-147. 

This article exploring sexual violence in the specific context of the DR Congo is based on 

interviews with 25 rape survivors. 

 

 Waldorft, L. (2012). “Anticipating the Past: Transitional Justice and Socio- 

Economic Wrongs.” Social & Legal Studies. Vol. 21, No.2, pp.171-186. 

This author critically examines the transitional justice’s attention to truth, justice and 

reconciliation, instead recommending a series of alternate paths, including focusing on 

the economic needs of victims. 
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For INGO Evaluators 
 

Build local capacity and decentralize 

monitoring and evaluation tasks and 

responsibilities 
-Review basic program related materials 

(e.g. grant application, selection criteria, 
the MOU) to ascertain how INGO 

agenda is communicated 

-Develop monitoring and evaluation 

capacity in INGO and among local 

consultants 

-Design monitoring and evaluation 

mechanisms collaboratively with local 

consultants (with an eye to make 

mechanisms enjoyable and less 

threatening for all concerned.) 

-Build technical capacity and program 

knowhow among translators to 

overcome language and other cultural 

barriers (e.g., gender) 

 

Share program agenda and solicit 

feedback on implementation process 

from evaluands 
-Utilize monitoring mechanisms (led by 

local consultants) to solicit feedback on 

successes and challenges in 

implementation on an ongoing basis 

-Discuss program implementation with 

a representative sample of beneficiaries 

(besides-leaders); engage evaluators 

such as able volunteers and local 

consultants to help corroborate progress 

in implementation 

 

Share field impressions with local and 

expert stakeholders 
-Analyze data collected, again, 

collaboratively with local and expert 

stakeholders before making any funding 

and other program-related decisions 

 

Translate communications into local 

dialects 
-Enhance accessibility of (grant 

selection and) evaluation criteria to all 

stakeholders and obtain feedback from 

each 

-Enhance accessibility of first 

impression reports (e.g., Anna’s August 

2009 trip report) to all stakeholders as 

another means to obtain feedback and 

enhance knowledge of local dynamics 

and context 

-Remain aware of and make explicit the 

limitations faced while conducting 

evaluations, the ethical implications of 

these limitations and any cautions 

needed against misinterpretations 

Source: adapted with permission from SAGE Publications, Hendricks and Bamberger, 2010 

INGO: international non- 

governmental organization 

Table I 
 

Table I. Applying a framework to identify and address ethical implications 

of INGO-led evaluations. 
 

 

 

Underresourced evaluations: 

Effects on the conduct of 

evaluation 

Ethical implications 

on programs 

(Propositions) 

Strategies to minimize 

ethical implications 

 

 

 

Not receive valid and 

useful information 

about program and its 

effects 
 

-Program may not learn 

about operations 

-Program may receive an 

inaccurate estimate of 

effects 

-Program may not learn 

its role in the context of 

the village, the region 

and the wider context 

 

Not understanding 

harm that it may be 

causing 
 

-Program may not know 

about any actual harm 

being caused (Are 

women of a certain 

stratum left out? Is it safe 

and appropriate for 

women to work in the 

mill? Are men usurping 

the program?) 

 

Not learn about 

inequities 
 

-Program may not learn 

who benefits and how 

-Program may not learn 

how disadvantaged 

members do not access 

program (in this case the 

mill and other 

agricultural programs) 

 

Not hear voices of all 

affected 

-Program may learn 

only from the vocal 

and the powerful 

-Program may not 

hear from those most 

affected by its 

operations 

Planning and Design 

 
-Not possible to create a design, well in advance, 

using all relevant documents or data 

Data Collection 

 
-Cannot interview a representative sample of all 

target and comparison beneficiaries 

-Cannot interview all non-beneficiary stakeholders 

-Cannot view the project in action 

Analysis 

 
-Superficial analysis of rich, complex context 

-Not possible to learn about all elements influencing 

project performance 

Utility for learning and follow-up decisions 

 
- Not all stakeholders receive evaluation report 

and partake in briefings 

- Report cannot be translated into all the local 

languages 
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