Nadu started much earlier than
2010. However, the year 2010 was
maintained as a point of comparison because the previous surveys
had been carried out around this
time (continued next page)

community-based disaster risk management groups, b) IRCS district branches, c) school-based
teams, d) community development groups (Tamil Nadu only), and e) health promoters (Tamil Nadu
only). Interview guides were used for each group type.
• Key informant interviews: In addition, interviews were conducted with key informants, such as a)
supporting
to reinforce
leaders of IRCS at national, state and district
level,practitioners
b) members
of resilience
the village/sub-district
across south & south-east asia
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HH survey with questions on:

HORIZONTAL
COMPARISON 1

HORIZONTAL
COMPARISON 2

Other tools

• the current state of knowledge,
attitude, practices
• the perceived change over time
(VERTICAL COMPARISON C)

• Focus group
discussions

VERTICAL COMPARISON A

(After the
intervention)

• the current state of knowledge,
attitude, practices
• the perceived change over time
(VERTICAL COMPARISON C)
• attribution of that change
• dose-response

VERTICAL
COMPARISON B

2014

• Focus group
discussions
• Key
informant
interviews
• Branch
assessments
• School and
site visits

HH survey with questions on:

VERTICAL COMPARISON A

Other tools

Comparison communities

Trend
analysis
Genderseparated
assessment
of various
aspects of
living
conditions
over time

HH baseline/mid-term surveys:
• Andhra Pradesh: 2010 CBDRR
baseline (selected questions)
• Tamil Nadu: 2011 IPCD MTR
(selected questions)

Example of a research design: We based the evaluation of two community-based
programs in the Indian States of Andhra Pradesh and Tamil Nadu (for Canadian Red
Cross, 2014) on the triangulation between multiple sources and comparisons.
We compared both over time (that is, what were indicator values before and after the
program interventions - vertical or longitudinal comparisons) as well as between
communities that were supported by the programs and selected communities that were
not (horizontal comparison). In fact, we used three vertical comparisons, based (a) on a

trend analysis exercise during community workshops, (b) on baseline and endline surveys,
and (c) on the endline survey itself (with questions on perceived change and attribution to
the programs). On the horizontal axis, we compared (1) between endline survey results
and (2) between trend analysis outcomes.
In addition, we made use of several qualitative tools, as well as of and dose-response
analysis amongst program communities. The design allowed for a robust assessment of
project impact across communities.

