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Course content

This course aims to equip students with the methodological knowledge and research skills to be able
to design and critically appraise evaluation research. In the context of the rise of evidence-based
policy, the course is designed to extend students’ abilities to use evaluative information carefully
and critically. The course takes a mixed methods approach. It covers the major quantitative designs,
including randomized experiments and observational (i.e. non-randomized) research designs such as
selection on observables, difference-in-differences, and the regression discontinuity design. It covers
gualitative and participatory research designs and their contribution to formative research, process
evaluation, interpreting outcomes, and assessing transferability to other settings. As well as the
major design issues, the course addresses practical and ethical issues of evaluation research, how to
write a study protocol, and how to draw lessons from a body of evidence through reviewing and
synthesising evidence. Examples from the fields of health, international development and public
policy will be used throughout the lectures, and students select one of these fields for their focus in
seminars.

Learning outcomes

After participating in lectures, seminars, and completing the exercises and assignments, students will
be in a position to:

- Define the role of mixed method evaluation studies in informing evidence-based policy

- Identify the strengths and weaknesses of research designs for the evaluation of
interventions and policies

- Critically appraise evaluation reports or articles

- Design evaluation studies appropriate to various evaluation contexts and constraints

- Assess the strength of a body of evidence and its potential policy implications

Teaching staff

Convenor: Dr David Hendry (d.hendry@Ise.ac.uk)
Lecture and seminar teaching: Dr David Hendry and Dr Alasdair Jones (a.jones@Ise.ac.uk)



Teaching Schedule

Lecture Seminar
Tues 15:00-16:30 Sign up to a seminar group on LSE for You
Week | CLM.2.02
1 Principles of evaluation research &
qualitative research design
Dr. Alasdair Jones
2 Quantitative research design Reading: De Luca et al. (2012)
Dr. David Hendry Dr. Alasdair Jones
3 Formative evaluation: Qualitative Reading: Aragon et al. (2014)
and participatory methods Dr. Alasdair Jones
Dr. Alasdair Jones
4 Randomized experiments | Reading: Clasen et al. (2014) & Routray et al. (2015)
Dr. David Hendry Dr. David Hendry
5 Randomized experiments | Reading: Olken et al. (2014)
Dr. David Hendry Dr. David Hendry
6 Reading week: no lecture Submit formative assignment
7 Differences in differences Exercise: Measurement
Dr. David Hendry Dr. David Hendry
8 Regression discontinuity designs Exercise: Quantitative research designs
Dr. David Hendry Dr. David Hendry
9 Realist evaluation: Understanding Exercise: Qualitative research designs
process & context Dr. Alasdair Jones
Dr. Alasdair Jones
10 Evidence review & synthesis Exercise: Systematic review
Dr. Alasdair Jones Dr. Alasdair Jones
11 Planning an evaluation: Practical Groupwork presentations

issues, ethical issues, and writing a
protocol
Dr. Alasdair Jones

Dr. Alasdair Jones & Dr. David Hendry




Course materials

Moodle

The MY405/MY505 Moodle site should be your first port of call for all information relating to the
course. It will provide access to: lecture recordings and lecture slides; links to essential seminar
readings and seminar activities; and information and templates for formative and summative
assignments.

Course readings

There is no set textbook for this course. Instead there are specific readings associated with each
week’s lecture. Reading lists include ‘background readings’ which are methodological chapters or
articles, and ‘examples’ of the research designs being covered that week.

Each week, there is a starred ‘background reading’. It is essential to read this background reading
before the lecture, so that you are prepared to get the most out of the lecture. To help you to
understand how the research designs are used, you should also read at least one example per week.
The first four seminars of the term are based on readings which present examples of evaluation
studies. It is essential to read these carefully, so that you can participate fully in the class. A ‘reading
guide’ is provided to help you to structure your critical reading of the article, and will be used in class
to structure our discussion.

Useful textbooks
The following textbooks provide useful general and introductory background to the range of issues
covered in the course:

Rossi, P. H., Lipsey, M. W., & Freeman, H. E. (2004). Evaluation: A systematic approach (7th ed.).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Shaw, I., Greene, J., & Mark, M. (Eds.) (2006). The SAGE Handbook of evaluation: Policies, programs
and practices. London: Sage.



Lecture Outlines

Week 1: Principles of evaluation research & qualitative research design

The first lecture sets out the core purposes and principles of evaluation research. We set out the
rationales for evaluating programmes and policies, in terms of assessing effectiveness, improving
programmes, and ensuring accountability. The lecture situates the mixed method approach taken in
this course against the background of the ‘science wars’ over quantitative and qualitative research
methods and paradigms, arguing that clarification of the specific purpose best served by each
method allows for productive mixed method collaborations. We introduce the evaluation designs to
be covered in this course: formative evaluations, impact evaluations, process evaluations, realistic
evaluation and synthesis of evaluation studies. This is followed by introduction of key design
concerns for qualitative studies including transferability and the role of theory and interpretation.
The lecture also introduces the structure of the course, expectations of students, and the
assighments.

Background reading

*Shaw, I., Greene, J., & Mark, M. (Eds.) (2006). The SAGE Handbook of evaluation. Sage: London.
[Chapters 1 and 2]

Liket, K. C., Rey-Garcia, M., & Maas, K. E. (2014). Why Aren’t Evaluations Working and What to Do
About It: A Framework for Negotiating Meaningful Evaluation in Nonprofits. American Journal of
Evaluation, 35(2), 171-188.

Critical account of evaluation and evidence-based policy

Lambert, H. (2006). Accounting for EBM: Contested Notions of Evidence in Medicine. Social Science
& Medicine, 62(11): 2633- 2645.

Mixed methods research

Johnson, R.B., Onwuegbuzie, A.J. & Turner, L.A. (2007). Toward a definition of mixed methods
research. Journal of Mixed Methods Research, 1(2): 112-133.

Small, M. L. (2011). How to Conduct a Mixed Method Study: Recent Trends in a Rapidly Growing
Literature. Annual Review of Sociology 37: 55-84.

Qualitative Design

Patton, M. (2015). Qualitative research and evaluation methods (4th ed.). Sage Publications.
[Chapter 2, Designing qualitative studies]

Rallis, S.R. (2015). When and how qualitative methods provide credible and actionable evidence. In
Donaldson, S. 1., Christie, C. A., & Mark, M. M. (Eds.) Credible and actionable evidence: The
foundations for rigorous and influential evaluations (2nd ed.). Sage.



Week 2: Quantitative Research Design

We then lay out some of the key research design concerns of quantitative evaluation studies,
including the issues of internal and external validity. In brief, internal validity is the degree to which a
design allows a researcher to attribute a causal effect to a specific set of factors and rule out
competing explanations. External validity, on the other hand, is the degree to which the findings of a
study can be generalized to subjects and situations outside of the study setting. We will learn that
there is often a tradeoff between internal and external validity, and that analysis of their quality can
have profound implications for the conclusions we can draw from individual evaluation studies.

Internal and External Validity

*Shadish, William R., Thomas D. Cook, and Donald T. Campbell. (2002). Experimental and Quasi-
Experimental Designs for Generalized Causal Inference. New York: Houghton Mifflin Co. p. 53-93.

Putting Qualitative and Quantitative Research within Same Scientific Inference Framework

Brady, Henry E. (2004). Doing Good and Doing Better: How Far Does the Quantitative Template Get
Us? In Rethinking Social Inquiry: Diverse Tools, Shared Standards, eds. Henry E. Brady and David
Collier. Oxford: Rowman and Littlefield, pp. 53-57.

Tarrow, Sidney. (2004). Bridging the Quantitative-Qualitative Divide. In Rethinking Social Inquiry:
Diverse Tools, Shared Standards, eds. Henry E. Brady and David Collier. Oxford: Rowman and
Littlefield, pp. 171-179.

Example debate over the (in)compatibility of quantitative and qualitative methods

Bourgois, P. (2002). Anthropology and epidemiology on drugs: the challenges on cross-
methodological and theoretical dialogue. International Journal of Drug Policy, 13: 259-269.

Moss, A. (2003). Put down that shield and war rattle: response to Philippe Bourgois. International
Journal of Drug Policy, 14: 105-109.

Week 2 Essential seminar reading: Example of mixed-method research
*Deluca, S., Duncan, G.J., Keels, M. & Mendenhall, R. (2012). The notable and the null: using mixed

methods to understand the diverse impacts of residential mobility programs. In M. Van Ham et al.
Neighbourhood Effects Research: new perspectives. Springer Verlag (Chapter 9).




Week 3: Formative evaluation: Qualitative & participatory methods

Formative evaluation provides feedback for the optimal design and implementation of interventions.
Programmes and policies do not simply transfer from one context to another, but often require
tailoring to a context in order to maximise their chances of success. Qualitative interview and
ethnographic methods are often used to assess feasibility, acceptability and appropriateness of a
particular intervention and its evaluation methodology. Participatory methods are used to work
collaboratively with programme staff and beneficiaries to embed feedback, improvement and
learning into the implementation of a programme. Formative evaluation can be a stand-alone
activity or a precursor to a well-designed impact evaluation. This lecture argues for the use of
gualitative methods for responsive interventions and well-designed evaluations.

Background reading

*Abma, T.A. (2006). The social relations of evaluation. In Shaw, |., Greene, J., & Mark, M. (Eds.)
(2006). The SAGE Handbook of evaluation. Sage: London.

Fetterman, D. M., Kaftarian, S. J., & Wandersman, A. (2015). Empowerment evaluation: Knowledge
and tools for self-assessment and accountability (2nd ed.). Sage.

Basics of qualitative methods

Skovdal, M. & Cornish, F. (2015). Qualitative Research for Development: A guide for practitioners.
Practical Action. [Chapter 3: Interviews & focus groups; Chapter 4: Participant observation; Chapter
5: Participatory data collection methods; Chapter 6: Photovoice].

Examples

Evans, C., & Lambert, H. (2008). Implementing community interventions for HIV prevention: insights
from project ethnography. Social science & medicine, 66(2), 467-478.

Hong, Y.A. et al., (2016). Ethnographic process evaluation: A case study of an HIV prevention
programme with injecting drug users in the USA. In S. Bell & P. Aggleton (Eds.), Monitoring and
Evaluation in Health and Social Development: Interpretive and Ethnographic Perspectives. Routledge.
[e-book available via LSE library]

Bradley, J. E., Mayfield, M. V., Mehta, M. P., & Rukonge, A. (2002). Participatory evaluation of
reproductive health care quality in developing countries. Social Science & Medicine, 55(2), 269-282.

Week 3 Essential seminar reading

*Aragon, C., Aranguren, M. J., Diez, M. A., lturrioz, C., & Wilson, J. R. (2014). Participatory evaluation:
a useful tool for contextualising cluster policy? Policy Studies, 35(1), 1-21.



Week 4: Randomized Experiments I

Here we begin an exploration of the logic of randomized experiments, a research design that is
widely believed to be the “gold standard” for the identification of causal effects in evaluation
research. This belief comes from the fact that properly performed experiments allow us to maximize
internal validity, focusing on the effects of factors under the control of researchers, with possible
confounding explanations eliminated through the process of randomization. The lecture and
readings will present the distinction between experimental and observational studies and give a very
basic introduction to the statistical framework of causal inference provided by randomized
experiments. The logic of the randomized experiment will provide the basis for all of the later
guantitative approaches we discuss in this course. In a sense, if we want to use quantitative tools to
estimate the causal effect of a program or policy, we are always trying to use clever research design
principles to mimic a randomized experiment, even when one is not available.

Background Reading

Holland, Paul W. (1986). Statistics and Causal Inference. Journal of the American Statistical
Association 81(396), 945-970.

Angrist, Joshua D., and Jorn-Steffen Pischke. (2009). Mostly Harmless Econometrics: An Empiricist’s
Companion. Princeton: Princeton University Press. [Chapter 2]

Week 4 Essential seminar readings

*Clasen, Thomas, Sophie Boisson, Parimitra Routray, Belen Torondel, Melissa Bell, Oliver Cumming,
Jeroen Ensink, Matthew Freeman, Marion Jenkins, Mitsunori Odagiri, Subhajyoti Ray, Antara Sinha,
Mrutyunjay Suar, and Wolf-Peter Schmidt. (2014). Effectiveness of Rural Sanitation Programme on
Diarrhoea, Soil-transmitted Helminth Infection, and Child Malnutrition in Odisha, India: A Cluster-
randomised Trial. The Lancet: Global Health 2(11), e645-e653.

*Routray, Parimitra, Wolf-Peter Schmidt, Sophi Boisson, Thomas Clasen, and Marion W. Jenkins.
(2015). Socio-cultural and Behavioural Factors Constraining Latrine Adoption in Rural Coastal Odisha:
An Exploratory Qualitative Study. BMC Public Health 15, 880.



Week 5: Randomized Experiments II

Here we turn our focus to examples of randomized experiments in evaluation research. Like all
research designs, the pure randomized experiment is a stylized theoretical form. In practice,
particularly in the social sciences, researchers are forced to make choices and compromises, dealing
with issues such as non-compliance by the experimental subjects, interference between units in the
treatment and control groups, and problems stemming from small sample sizes, to name a few. We
will use these examples to help us develop a framework for critically assessing evaluation research
as consumers, and a template for designing evaluation research as practitioners. The body of
research using randomized experiments in evaluation research is vast and growing, and the work
presented here can only present a small slice.

Applications

*Dolan, Paul, and Caroline Rudisill. (2014). The Effect of Financial Incentives on Chlamydia Testing
Rates: Evidence from a Randomized Experiment. Social Science and Medicine 105, 140-148.

Fearon, James D., Macartan Humphreys, and Jeremy M. Weinstein. (2009). Can Development Aid
Contribute to Social Cohesion after Civil War? Evidence from a Field Experiment in Post-Conflict
Liberia. American Economic Review 99(2), 287-291.

Humphreys, Macartan, and Jeremy M. Weinstein. (2009). Field Experiments and the Political
Economy of Development. Annual Review of Political Science 12, 367-378.

Essential seminar reading
*QOlken, Benjamin A., Junko Onishi, and Susan Wong. (2014). Should Aid Reward Performance?

Evidence from a Field Experiment on Health and Education in Indonesia. American Economic Journal:
Applied Economics 6(4), 1-34.



Week 7: Differences in differences

Here we present our first foray into the world of trying to mimic the experimental ideal with non-
experimental data. Sometimes we have situations in which a program or policy is implemented and
applied to some units and but not others. We can sometimes bring such a situation into the
experimental framework by considering units to which a policy or program is applied and units to
which it is not applied as treatment and control units, respectively. If we can observe some outcome
of interest on these units both before and after implementation (that is, if we have panel data or
observations of repeated cross-sections in the pre- and post-implementation phases), we may be
able to evaluate the causal effect of the policy or program by comparing change over time in the
treatment group to change over time in the control group. This lecture will present a brief overview
of the assumptions required for a difference-in-difference design to produce valid causal inferences.

Background

*Angrist, Joshua D., and Jorn-Steffen Pischke. (2009). Mostly Harmless Econometrics: An Empiricist’s
Companion. Princeton: Princeton University Press. [pp. 227-243] [E-book available via LSE library]

Applications

*Card, David, and Alan B. Krueger. (1994). Minimum Wages and Employment: A Case Study of the
Fast-Food Industry in New Jersey and Pennsylvania. American Economic Review 84(4), 772-793.

Card, David. (1990). The Impact of the Mariel Boatlift on the Miami Labor Market. International
Labor Relations Review 43(2), 245-257.

Duflo, Esther. (2001). Schooling and Labor Market Consequences of School Construction in
Indonesia: Evidence from an Unusual Policy Experiment. American Economic Review 91(4), 795-813.

Galiani, Sebastian, Paul Gertler, and Ernesto Schardgrodsky. (2005). Water for Life: The Impact of the
Privatization of Water Services on Child Mortality. Journal of Political Economy 113(1), 83-120.

10



Week 8: Regression discontinuity designs

Here we present another means of applying the logic of the randomized experiment to an
observational data setting. A regression discontinuity design can be used to evaluate the effects of
programs or policies when units are selected to take part in those programs or policies based on
whether their values on a numeric score exceed some threshold. These designs exploit the fact that
for many policies, the rules that determine eligibility are completely arbitrary. We will leverage this
arbitrariness in order to eliminate competing explanations when evaluating program effectiveness. If
we are able to make some reasonable assumptions about the similarity of units that are close to one
another on this numeric score, we can basically treat the policy as a randomly assigned treatment if
we compare units just above and just below the threshold.

Background
*Campbell, Donald T. (1971). Reforms as Experiments. Urban Affairs Review 7(2), 133-171.

Hahn, Jinyoung, Petra Todd, and Wilbert Van der Klaauw. (2001). Identification and Estimation of
Treatment Effects with a Regression-Discontinuity Design. Econometrica 69(1), 201-209.

Imbens, Guido W., and Thomas Lemieux. (2008). Regression Discontinuity Designs: A Guide to
Practice. Journal of Econometrics 142(2), 615-635.

Applications

Angrist, Joshua D., and Victor Lavy. (1999). Using Maimonides Rule to Estimate the Effect of Class
Size on Scholastic Achievement. Quarterly Journal of Economics 114(2), 533-575.

Bor, Jacob, Ellen Moscoe, Portia Mutevedzi, Marie-Louise Newell, and Till Barnighausen. (2014).
Regression Discontinuity Designs in Epidemiology: Causal Inference Without Randomized Trials.

Epidemiology 25(5), 729-737.

Lemieux, Thomas, and Kevin Milligan. (2008). Incentive Effects of Social Assistance: A Regression
Discontinuity Approach. Journal of Econometrics 142(2), 807-828.

Ludwig, Jens, and Douglas L. Miller. (2007). Does Head Start Improve Children’s Life Chances?
Evidence from a Regression Discontinuity Design. Quarterly Journal of Economics 122(1), 159-208.
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Week 9: Realist evaluation: Understanding process and context

The previous 4 weeks’ lectures have presented powerful research designs for establishing whether a
particular intervention or change was the cause of observed outcomes or not. The strength of these
designs, some evaluation experts argue, has led to over-reliance on experimental and related
designs in evaluation research. Cartwright and Hardie (2012, p.121) argue that to answer the ‘how’
question: “How did the policy work and how can | expect it to work here?” calls for the use of a
wider set of research designs and types of information. Pawson & Tilley (1997) established ‘realistic
evaluation’, summed up in the formula ‘context + process = outcome’. This lecture explores
qualitative means of studying processes and contexts, in order to further understanding of how
interventions work, the social conditions needed to allow them to work, and ultimately to inform
assessments of how to make interventions work in new settings.

Background reading

*Pawson, R. & Tilley, N. (1997). An introduction to scientific realism. Chapter 29, in E. Chelimsky &
W.R. Shadish (Eds), Evaluation for the 21* century: A handbook. London: Sage [LSE Library e-book]

Further reading
Pawson, R., & Tilley, N. (2014). Realistic evaluation. London: Sage.

Cartwright, N. and Hardie, J. 2012. Evidence Based Policy: A Practical Guide to Doing it Better.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Example of a process evaluation

Hargreaves, J. et al. (2009). Process evaluation of the Intervention with Microfinance for AIDS and
Gender Equity (IMAGE) in rural South Africa. Health Education Research, cyp054.

Example of studying process and context through comparative case study
Cornish, F., & Campbell, C. (2009). The social conditions for successful peer education: a comparison

of two HIV prevention programs run by sex workers in India and South Africa. American Journal of
Community Psychology, 44(1-2), 123-135.
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Week 10: Evidence review and synthesis

So far, we have considered how to evaluate individual instances of interventions. To make more
general statements about the evidence as a whole for a particular type of intervention or policy, a
number of methods have been devised. This lecture focuses on systematic reviews. A systematic
review is a literature review designed to reach high levels of comprehensiveness and transparency,
through very clear articulation of a systematic search strategy, a process of grading the quality of the
evidence, and a process for synthesis and analysis. We will discuss the key steps and skills for
conducting a systematic review, as well as critical debates about their appropriateness in different
contexts.

Background

Gough D, Oliver S, Thomas J. (2012). An introduction to systematic reviews. London: Sage.
*Petticrew, M. and Roberts, H. 2006. Systematic Reviews in the Social Sciences: A Practical Guide.
Oxford: Blackwell Publishing. [Chapter 1 for the rationale; Chapter 2 Starting the review, and see the

Appendices for very useful tools]

White, H. and Waddington, H. 2012. Why Do We Care About Evidence Synthesis? An Introduction to
the Special Issue on Systematic Reviews. Journal of Development Effectiveness 4(3), 351-358.

Debates

Cornish, F. (2015). Evidence synthesis in international development: A critique of systematic reviews
and a pragmatist alternative. Anthropology and Medicine 22(3), 263-277.

Petticrew, M. (2015). Time to rethink the systematic review catechism? Moving from ‘what works’ to
‘what happens’. Systematic Reviews 4, 36.

Shepperd, S., Lewin, S., Straus, S., et al. (2009). Can We Systematically Review Studies That Evaluate
Complex Interventions? PLoS Medicine 6(8): e1000086.

Examples

The Campbell Collaboration supports and publishes systematic reviews in a range of areas of social
policy, including Crime & Justice; Education; International Development; Social Welfare. Many
examples of systematic reviews and protocols for systematic reviews can be found on its website.
https://www.campbellcollaboration.org/

The Cochrane Library houses systematic reviews in the area of healthcare.
http://www.cochranelibrary.com/

13



Week 11: Planning an evaluation: Practical issues, ethical issues, and writing a protocol
This week’s lecture sets out the key steps in practical planning of an evaluation, which links directly
to the structure of the write-up of the groupwork assignment. We discuss how to address common
practical constraints, the major ethical issues, and the issues to cover in writing up a research
protocol.

Background
*Saunders, R. P., Evans, M. H., & Joshi, P. (2005). Developing a process-evaluation plan for assessing
health promotion program implementation: a how-to guide. Health Promotion Practice, 6(2), 134-

147.

Bamberger, M., Rugh, J., & Mabry, L. (2006). RealWorld evaluation: Working under budget, time,
data, and political constraints. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.

Shaw, I., Greene, J. C., & Mark, M. M. (Eds.) (2006). The Sage handbook of evaluation: Policies,
programs and practices. London: SAGE. [Chapter 11, Ethics in evaluation].

Skovdal, M. & Cornish, F. (2015). Qualitative Research for Development: A guide for practitioners.
Practical Action. [Chapter 2: Designing and planning a qualitative study]

Example guidelines for protocol writing

WHO-recommended format for a research protocol
http://www.who.int/rpc/research ethics/format _rp/en/

Example evaluation protocol templates

Avon Primary Care Research Collaborative evaluation protocol template
http://www.apcrc.nhs.uk/evaluation/documents/evaluation_protocol template.pdf

Open University (2012). Writing a Research Project Proposal (generic template)
www.open.ac.uk/research/ethics/sites/www.open.ac.uk.research.ethics/files/files/ecms/web-
content/Writing-a-Research-Project-Protocol-generic.doc
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Assignments

All assignments are to be submitted via Moodle. No hard copy is needed. An upload link will be
available on the MY405 Moodle site. Moodle will allow you to upload ONE file only. PDF is the
preferred file format. The filename of your submission is very important. The first part of the
filename should be the course code, followed by your candidate number, e.g. MY405-18042.pdf or
MY405_23756.pdf. Please also ensure your candidate number is on the first page of your document.

Formative assignment

An upload link will be available on the MY405 Moodle site. Moodle will allow you to upload ONE file
only. PDF is the preferred file format. The filename of your submission is very important. For the
formative assignment only, you should use your own name as part of the file name. The first part of

the filename should be the course code, followed by your name, e.g. MY405-Donald Campbell.pdf or
MY405_Eleanor Chelimsky.pdf.

The task: Critical review of an evaluation article. A template for your review is provided on Moodle.
Word limit: 1500 words
Deadline: End of reading week, Friday 22 February, 4pm.

The articles
Choose ONE of the following articles:

Hargreaves, J. et al. (2009). Process evaluation of the Intervention with Microfinance for AIDS and
Gender Equity (IMAGE) in rural South Africa. Health Education Research, cyp054.

OR
Pronyk PM, Hargreaves JR, Kim JC et al. (2006). Effect of a structural intervention for the prevention

of intimate-partner violence and HIV in rural South Africa: a cluster randomised trial. Lancet 368,
1973-83.
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Summative assignment 1: Group research design project

The group project

During the second half of the term, in groups of 3, students will develop and present an evaluation
research design, in response to scenarios provided. Students will be assigned to groups by the
course convenor. In your teams, each person will take on a different role: as quantitative specialist,
qualitative specialist and subject/context specialist. Each will be responsible for doing background
research and making suggestions in their area of expertise. These will be brought together by the
group into a joint research design, which will be presented in the final seminar of the term. Feedback
will be given on the presentation.

Groupwork is done in students’ own time outside of class time: we suggest meeting once per week
in weeks 7-11.

Each group is required to attend at least one office hour session with one of the course teachers. At
this session, you will get feedback on your provisional evaluation questions and design to ensure you
are on the right track. All members of the group need to attend together for a group meeting. One
of the group should book a double office hour slot.

Students are welcome to make use of the teachers’ office hours, in groups, or individually, for
further consultations about the groupwork.

The group project is assessed by means of an individual write-up of a proposed research design.
Each student writes up and submits their own version of the research design for assessment.

Word limit: 2500 words.

Deadline: Friday 19 April 2019, 4pm.

Submission: An upload link will be available on the MY405 Moodle site. Moodle will allow you to
upload ONE file only. PDF is the preferred file format. The filename of your submission is very
important. The first part of the filename should be the course code, followed by your candidate

number, e.g. MY405-18042.pdf or MY405_23756.pdf. Please also ensure your candidate number is
on the first page of your document.
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Summative assignment 2: Essay

The task: Essays will critically assess the contribution made by a particular research
design/methodology to a substantive field of the student’s specialist interest. Essay questions should
be drafted by the student and must be approved by the course convenor in an office hour discussion
before the end of term.

Essay questions will be of the form:
‘A critical assessment of the contribution of [X evaluation design] to [Y field of study]’
e.g.
‘A critical assessment of the contribution of randomised controlled trials to the study of poverty
reduction’
Or
‘A critical assessment of the contribution of participatory evaluation designs to healthcare quality
improvement’.

Students may add a phrase to the title to summarise the conclusion of their critical assessment, once
they have completed their assessment.

Word limit: 2500 words

Deadline: Friday 10 May 2019, 4pm.
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